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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this two-phase, sequential mixed method study is to examine the 
impact of shopping motivations (utilitarian motivation and hedonic motivation), 
retail format attributes and demographics on the retail format choice of either a 
supermarket or a traditional market in a transitional Vietnamese economy.  
The first phase was a qualitative study which explored the link between shopping 
motivations and retail format attributes, using in-depth interviews with sixteenth 
shoppers in Hochiminh city. The reason for gathering qualitative data is to enable the 
researcher to develop the scale of shopping motivation constructs that is contextually 
relevant to Vietnam, taking into consideration its cultural backdrop and pace of 
economic development. This is because similar scales developed in a Western 
context might not be suitable in measuring and determining motivation constructs in 
Vietnam. The qualitative study aims to adjust and modify these scales as well as 
assist in discovering retail format attributes and determining demographics variables 
that might impact on Vietnamese shoppers’ choice retail format. 
Based on the findings from this qualitative study, combined with extensive, extant 
literature reviews, a second phase study was undertaken to develop two instruments. 
These instruments were used to survey consumers shopping mainly for two kinds of 
products for their households: non-food products and processed food products. The 
sample size for the non-food products study was 276 shoppers, and the sample size 
of the processed-food products study was 301 shoppers. The surveys were conducted 
in 24 districts of Hochiminh city. Logistic regression modeling was used to analyze 
the data. 
Results from the study indicated that shopping motivations (utilitarian motivation 
and hedonic motivation) impact significantly on retail format choice in a transitional, 
Vietnamese economy. In addition, “location” and “time convenience” were 
traditional market attributes that were strong predictors in shoppers’ choice of 
traditional markets. “Merchandise selection” was an important supermarket attribute 
in predicting shoppers’ choice of supermarkets. Finally, age and the average 
household income monthly of Vietnamese were found to be important predictors of 
retail format choice for only processed food products but not for non-food products. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter provides an overview of the current study and includes nine sections. 
Section 1.1 will provide the general introduction of the study. Section 1.2 and 1.3 
will discuss the research background and retailing in Vietnam. Section 1.4 will 
discuss the research problem, which lead to the research objectives of the study in 
Section 1.5. 
Moreover, Section 1.6 will discuss the research methodology, and definitions of 
terms will be provided in Section 1.7. Section 1.8 will then present the structure of 
the study. Finally, summary of Chapter 1 will be presented. 
The structure of chapter 1 is presented in Figure 1.1 
Figure 1.1: Structure Of Chapter 1 
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1.2 RESEARCH BACKGROUND 
The retail industry is very important to a nation’s economic development because it 
accounts for a considerable proportion of a country’s GDP, creating many jobs for 
people. For example, in Vietnam, retail sales accounted for 14.5% of GDP in 2010 
(Van, 2011) and it created 5.4 million jobs accounting for more than 10% of total 
workforce (VNA, 2011). In addition, because “retailing includes activities that 
involved the selling goods and services directly to the final consumers” (Kotler, 
2009, p.496), retailing industry may affect many other industries like transportation, 
logistics, services.  
Crucially, the choice of the retail format outlets which consumer makes may 
influence the competitiveness of retail industry. The more customers choose a retail 
format outlet to shop at, the better chance it may have in order to increase its sales. 
Therefore, retail format outlets have to compete with each other to attract customers. 
For instance, in Vietnam, supermarkets have to compete with traditional markets in 
getting more customers (Lam, 2010). Consequently, retail format choice is important 
and should be studied to acknowledge consumer behaviour especially in the context 
of a transitional Vietnamese economy.  
Indeed, as a nation, Vietnam has moved from a centrally planned economy to a 
market orientation economy, and since 1986 has developed rapidly through program 
aimed at renovating the economy. As a result, Vietnam agrarian, price, exchange 
rate, interest rate, fiscal, state enterprises, foreign trade, and financial factor reforms 
which have helped developed the nation’s economy and improve Vietnamese 
people’s standard of living (Desai, 1997, Batra, 1997, Clifford et al., 1994). Since 
2010, Vietnam has become a middle-income country with the GDP per capital of 
USD 1,160 (Dong, 2010). The GDP per capital increased yearly, USD 1749 in 2012 
(Ngoc, 2013), USD 1960 in 2013, and USD 2028 in 2014 (Nghia, 2015) and 
expected to grow to USD 2300 in 2015 (Nguyen and Thanh, 2013). 
Unsurprisingly, the movement to open up the markets in a transitional market has 
created many marketing challenges and issues unique from the transitional 
economies among researchers and marketers (Batra, 1997, Nguyen et al., 2003). 
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The above developments are not surprising because Vietnam is one of the world’s 
most populous countries with nearly 92.47 million people, and ranked the14th most 
populous country in the world in 2013 (CIA World Factbook, 2013). In addition, 
Vietnam has a young population, with 60% of the population under 30 years of age 
(TBKTSG Online, 2009). Due to its young populous population and significant 
economic development, Vietnam has been seen as a potentially huge market for 
retailers. It was ranked the most attractive retail market in 2008 and the 6th most 
attractive retail market in 2009 by A.T. Kearney (Ben et al., 2009). The retail sales 
growth rate had increased dramatically by over 19% from 2005 to 2009. In 2010, the 
retail sale increased by 24.5% in comparison with 2009. The retail sales value in 
2010 was USD 77,8 billion (Minh, 2011) and USD 110.7 billion in 2012 (VNS, 
2013), USD 124.5 billion in 2013 (Trung, 2013), USD 137.6 billion in 2014 (HTH, 
2014). Due the attractiveness of the retail market, more and more foreign and local 
retailers are paying increasing attention to the market. 
1.3 RETAILING IN VIETNAM – TYPES AND 
CHARACTERISTICS 
In Vietnam, there are two main types of distribution channels: traditional distribution 
channel (traditional market, mom and pop store and informal market) and modern 
distribution channel (supermarket, trade centre, convenience store) (Maruyama and 
Trung, 2007b, M.T, 2010). In terms of product distribution, traditional distribution 
channel account for 80% of total sales and modern distribution channel account for 
20% (AmchamVietnam, 2010). One particular kind of retail formats that has 
dominated the retail market is the traditional market. Traditional market takes the 
biggest proportion of product distribution not only in traditional distribution channel, 
but also in overall retail market, accounting for 40% of product distribution of the 
retail market (M.T, 2010). In modern channel, supermarket is also developing very 
fast and become a very important retail outlet to consumers. There are increasingly 
more customers shopping at this kind of retail format instead of traditional markets 
(Hien, 2011, Lam and Linh, 2012, Thuy, 2010). Most Vietnamese consumers when 
shopping for consumer goods will select supermarkets or traditional markets to shop 
at. It is expected that  the market share of supermarkets will be 40% of retail market 
share in Vietnam in 2020 (Lam and Linh, 2012).  
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The nature, types and characteristics of supermarket and traditional market (wet 
market) in Vietnam will be explained next. 
1.3.1 Supermarket 
According to the Vietnam Trade Ministry regulatory guidelines (Now renamed 
Vietnam Industry and Trade Ministry), supermarket is a modern store trading general 
goods or specialized goods which are plentiful, varied and quality-guaranteed.  In 
addition, to be called “SieuThi” in Vietnamese or “Supermarket” in English, 
supermarket has to satisfy a number of requirements including floor space, technical 
equipments, managements, services, convenience. For general supermarkets, the 
average floor space is from 500 to 5,000 square meters and the number of goods is 
from 500 to 20,000. For specialized supermarkets, the average floor space is from 
500 to 1000 square meters and the number of goods is from 500 to 2,000. 
Supermarket has to offer services that include parking, entertainment, catering, 
delivery services as well as services for disable people and children. Supermarkets 
have to be clean and safe. Goods have to be arranged in a convenient way which help 
shoppers easily choose  (Vietnam Trade Ministry, 2004). 
According to Vietnam Research Trade Institute which is under the jurisdiction to 
Vietnam Industry and Trade Ministry, supermarket is a retail store selling goods 
directly to final customer and focuses on self services. Most the products sold in 
supermarket are daily consumer goods such as foods, clothing, house wares 
(Vietnam Research Trade Institute, cited in VOER, 2011). To compete against 
traditional markets, supermarkets have stores and have many sales promotion 
programs to attract consumers (Lam and Linh, 2012). 
Interestingly, there are many kinds of supermarket ownership in Vietnam. For 
example, Saigon Co-op Mart is a state-owned retailer, managed by Saigon Union of 
Trading Cooperatives. Cora is however owned and operated by local joint venture 
with Casino Group of France. Intimex and Satra are state-owned companies, 
Fivimart and Maximart are privately-owned companies (Maruyama and Trung, 
2007a)… 
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1.3.2 Traditional market 
Traditional market in this study refers to “organized bazaar” or “wet market” which 
is “defined as a market established and formally approved by either the provincial or 
district level authorities. A management board usually administers this kind of 
market” (Maruyama and Trung, 2007b, p.236). Most of the markets are state-owned. 
They have roofs and are constructed of concrete and “this kind of market is typically 
chaotic, crowded, and colorful” as well as “dirty, unsanitary and very unpleasant” 
(Maruyama and Trung, 2007b, p.236). In traditional markets, there are many small 
traders working. They pay the rent for their trading place and obtain permission to 
sell their products. The products sold include food and non-food products are diverse 
and have different brands. All the products have to adhere to strict quality standards. 
For each kind of products, there is a specific trading place in market, for example, 
meat-trading place, clothing-trading place. In the past, product price was not usually 
listed and shoppers have to bargain for the price; however, most markets nowadays 
require traders to list clearly their product price in their trading place for shoppers’ 
convenience. Traditional markets are usually located in densely populated areas and 
have different floor spaces. For example, Ben Thanh market’s floor space is  13.056 
m² (Loan, 2004), Ba Chieu Maket’s floor space is 8.465m2 (Dulichvietnam, 2011).  
To compete with supermarkets, traders in traditional markets have improved their 
service and product quality. For example, traders have to build good relationship 
with shoppers, improve the decoration of their trading place, equipped with updated 
store facilities, refrigeration to keep product quality and improve sanitary conditions. 
In addition, many traditional markets have sales promotion programs to attract 
shoppers to markets (Hai, 2010).  
In 2012, Vietnam have 590 supermarkets and more than 9000 traditional markets 
(Hao, 2012).  Most supermarkets are located in urban areas. Traditional markets are 
however not only located in urban areas but they are also found in rural areas. For 
example, there are 243 traditional markets and 187 supermarkets in Hochiminh city, 
the biggest city in Vietnam  (Hai, 2013).   
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1.4 RESEARCH PROBLEM 
The movement from a centrally planned economy to a market orientation economy 
in Vietnam has changed considerably the economy and specially the retail industry. 
By the transition, Vietnam economy has developed dramatically and Vietnamese 
people have higher and higher income (Ngoc, 2013). In retailing industry, more and 
more modern retailing centres such as supermarkets have emerged (Hai, 2012).  In 
addition the government also had a plan to develop modern retailing networks in 
whole the country (SQHKT, 2012). In the plan, Vietnam will have from 1,200 to 
1,300 supermarkets in 2020, increasing from 585 to 695 supermarkets in comparison 
with the number of supermarkets in the year 2011. In Vietnam context, supermarkets 
could provide shoppers better shopping environment, higher quality products, more 
plentiful and variety of products for selection, more attractive displays, and more 
sales promotions than traditional markets (Hai, 2012). However, traditional markets 
have better spatial convenient location and lower price than supermarkets (K.D, 
2015, HQ Online, 2014, Nhu, 2013).  
 
With the population of 92.47 million people (ranked the 14th most populous country 
in the world in 2013 (CIA World Factbook, 2013)) and GDP per capital increasing 
yearly (Nguyen and Thanh, 2013, Dong, 2010, Ngoc, 2013, Nghia, 2015) as well as 
Vietnam has a young population (TBKTSG Online, 2009), Vietnam has been seen a 
very attractive market for retailers (The Ministry of Industry and Trade, 2014). There 
are more and more domestic and international retailers entering the markets. The 
domestic retailers are Coopmart, Citimarkt, Satramart, Fivi Mart… International 
retailers are Aeon Mart, Metro, Big C, Family mart, Circle K, Loteria, Ministop… 
This makes the retail market more and more competitive. Together with strong 
economic growth and retail sales, it is expected that modern distribution channel will 
soon overwhelm traditional distribution channel. However, up to 75% of Vietnamese 
people have chosen to shop at traditional distribution channel instead of modern 
distribution channel, according to DinhThi My Loan, general secretary of Vietnam 
Retailers Association (The Ministry of Industry and Trade, 2014). This rate is still 
quite high in comparison with Singapore (10%), Malaysia (40%), China (49%), and 
Thailand (66%) (AmchamVietnam, 2010). Most Vietnamese consumers prefer to 
buy products from traditional distribution channel (wet markets) because they have 
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been shopping at traditional distribution channel for a long time and are therefore 
familiar with what is being offered, at what price etc even before the first 
supermarket was opened in 1993 (Hoai, 2008). This phenomenon in which most 
shoppers prefer to shop at traditional markets to supermarkets pose a major problem 
of retailers who want to develop modern distribution channel in a traditional 
Vietnamese economy. To address the problem, the drivers of retail format choice 
ought to be carefully examined. 
1.5 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
Based on literature review, numerous research studies on retail format choice (a 
choice of a retail format to shop at, for example, Discount store or Hypermarket) 
have been conducted in developed countries (United States and Western countries), 
there is not many research done on transitional economies like Vietnam. In addition, 
the selection of choice in terms of retail formats in developed countries is limited 
mainly to modern stores. This is unlike a transitional economy where the choices are 
mostly between modern stores and traditional stores. Specifically prior research in 
developed countries on the choice of retail formats are often between discount store, 
hypermarket, conventional supermarkets in Denmark (Solgaard and Hansen, 2003), 
specialty grocers, traditional supermarkets, supercenters, warehouse clubs, internet 
grocers in United States (Jason and Marguerite, 2006). But in the case of Vietnam, 
transitional economy, retail formats examined in this research project include 
supermarkets and traditional markets with the latter are popular in developing 
countries and emerging economies and still exist in developed economies (Goldman 
and Hino, 2005). 
Crucially too, critical literature review revealed that most research on factors 
influenced retail format choice focused on retail format attributes (Jason and 
Marguerite, 2006, Fotheringham, 1988, Solgaard and Hansen, 2003, Singh and 
Powell, 2002, Goswami and Mishra, 2009), shopping trip types (Thomas and 
Christoph, 2009), shopping costs (Bell et al., 1998), demographics (Jason and 
Marguerite, 2006). A few studies have suggested the important influence of shopping 
motivations on retail format choice (Van Kenhove et al., 1999, Jayasankaraprasad 
and Cherukuri, 2010). Van Kenhove et al.(1999) suggested that retail format choice 
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could be impacted by task definition which could be classified as a category of 
Utilitarian motivation because Utilitarian motivation is characterized as product-
oriented (Dawson et al., 1990), task-related, rational and extrinsic (Batra and Ahtola, 
1991, Babin et al., 1994, Trang et al., 2007). Therefore, the generalizability of the 
impact of utilitarian shopping motivation on retail format choice has not been 
studied. Jayasankaraprasad and Cherukuri (2010) suggested retail format choice 
could be impacted by social interactions and social experiences outside home which 
could be classified as one category of hedonic motivation (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003). Arnold and Reynolds (2003) suggested six categories of hedonic motivations 
which are adventure shopping, social shopping, gratification shopping, idea 
shopping, role shopping and value shopping motivations. Consequently, the 
generalizability of the impact of hedonic shopping motivation on retail format choice 
also has not been studied.  Thus, the impact of utilitarian motivation and hedonic 
motivation on retail format choice has not been studied adequately. This study will 
focus on the impact of shopping motivations including utilitarian motivation and 
hedonic motivation on retail format choice.  
Since “consumers have different requirements of and expectation from the store 
depending on their pre-existing shopping motive” and consumers’ store assessment 
depend on their shopping motives  (Groeppel-Klein et al., 1999, p.68) and “diverse 
retail categories satisfy different shoppings motives” (Groppel, cited in Groppel, 
1995, p.245), consumers could be expected to select a retail format to satisfy their 
shopping motivations. Therefore, shopping motivations could be used to explain 
retail-format-choice behaviour. Particularly, in a transitional economy, where the 
movement to market-oriented economy has improved people’s standard of living 
especially for high income earners. If in the past, they are mostly motivated by 
acquiring product to fulfil their task or mission (utilitarian motivation), they could 
now increasingly be motivated by “searching for playfulness” and “enjoyment for 
shopping” i.e.  (hedonic motivation). As a result, they may prefer modern stores 
which have more convenience and entertainment than traditional stores  (Thuy, 
2010). In view of the minimal attention being paid to the role of shopping motivation 
on retail-format-choice behaviour, this study will examine the relationship between 
shopping motivations and retail-format -choice behaviour.  
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As explained earlier, retail format attributes are important factors affecting retail 
format choice, with most of the studies conducted in developed countries. Hence, the 
significance of examining the attributes of traditional markets such as wet markets in 
a transitional economy culture to better understand consumer behaviour and the 
development of retail industry. 
Furthermore, although previous research suggested that demographics could affect 
the retail format choice (Jason and Marguerite, 2006, Lumpkin et al., 1985), the 
study of impact of demographics on retail format choice were mostly conducted in 
developed countries. This current study is therefore an attempt to link between 
demographic factors and retail format choice in a transitional economy.  
From the discussion, the objectives of this current study are summarized as follows 
1. Examine the impact of utilitarian motivation and hedonic motivations on 
retail format choice in a transitional economy. 
2. Examine the impact of retail format attributes on retail format choice 
3. Examine the impact of demographics on retail format choice, in the context 
of a transitional market. 
1.6 METHODOLOGY 
This current study focuses on the consumers’ retail format choice between 
supermarkets and traditional markets when shopping for two types of products; 
processed-food products and non-food products. These products were selected 
because they are the products which consumers typically purchase when they go 
shopping. The processed-food products include package food, canned food, frozen 
food, dry food, drinks, milk, etc. The non-food products include shoes, clothing, 
furniture, household appliances, toiletries, electrical appliance, etc. All the products 
(non-food products and processed-food products) are available in both the 
supermarkets and traditional markets in Vietnam. 
This current study employed a two-phase, sequential mixed method. The first phase 
is a qualitative study which explores shopping motivations and retail format 
attributes using in-depth interviews from sixteen shoppers in Hochiminh city. The 
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reason for collecting qualitative data is that the scales used in measuring shopping 
motivation constructs have been developed and tested in developed countries and 
hence may not be suitable in measuring motivation constructs in Vietnam. The 
qualitative study will help to adjust and modify these scales. In addition, the 
qualitative study also helps to discover retail format attributes as well as 
demographic factors which may impact on the retail format choice in Vietnam. 
Based on the findings from this qualitative study and subsequent literature reviews, 
the second phase involves developing two instruments, one of which is used to 
survey consumers who are mostly shopping for household’s non-food products, 
while the other instrument is used to survey consumers who are mostly shopping for 
household’s processed food products in Hochiminh city. This means that there are 
two samples collected: sample of non-food products study and processed food 
products study. Non-probability sampling was employed (see the discussion in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.8.1.2).  
Finally, logistic regression model was used to analyze the data from both the 
quantitative studies (non-food products study and processed food products study) to 
test the hypotheses. The softwares that were used to analyse the data are SPSS 
(version 16) and AMOS (version 21). SPSS was used to conduct descriptive 
statistics, item analysis, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and logistic regression 
analysis. AMOS was used to assess construct validity and conduct confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA). 
1.7 ETHICAL CONSIDERATION 
An approval was granted for the research procedure and questionnaires of this study 
by the ethics committee of Western Sydney University (the project number H9242) 
before conducting any data collection (qualitative study and quantitative studies). 
The information sheet which includes required information by ethics committee was 
given to respondents before conducting any interview.  
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1.8 DEFINTION OF TERMS 
The definition of terms used in this current study are presented as follows:  
Shopping motivaion is defined as “the drivers of behavior that bring consumers to 
the marketplace to satisfy their internal needs” (Jin and Kim, 2003, p.399). Babin et 
al (Babin et al., 1994) suggested two categories of shopping motivations, namely 
utilitarian and hedonic motivations. 
Utilitarian motivation is characterized as product-oriented (Dawson et al., 1990), 
task-related, rational and extrinsic (Batra and Ahtola, 1991, Babin et al., 1994, Trang 
et al., 2007) 
Hedonic motivations is characterized as “recreational, pleasurable, intrinsic and 
stimulation-oriented motivations” (Trang et al., 2007, p.230). Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003) suggested six categories of hedonic motivations which are adventure, social, 
gratification, idea, role and value motivations. 
Adventure shopping is based on “stimulation and expressive theories of human 
motivations”, accounts for “shopping for stimulation, adventure, and feeling of being 
in another world” or “entering a different universe of exciting sights, smells and 
sounds” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003, p.80). 
Social shopping is based on affiliation theories of human motivation, which 
accounts for “the enjoyment of shopping with friends and family, socializing while 
shopping, and bonding with other while shopping” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003, 
p.80). 
Gratification shopping is based on “tension-reduction theories of human 
motivation”, which accounts for “shopping for stress relief, shopping to alleviate a 
negative mood, and shopping as a special treat to oneself” (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003, p.80). 
Ideal shopping is based on categorization theories, accounts for “shopping to keep 
up with trends and new fashions and to see new products and innovations” (Arnold 
and Reynolds, 2003, p.80). 
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Role shopping is based on identification theories of human motivation, accounts for 
“the enjoyment that shoppers derive from shopping for others, the influence that this 
activity has on the shoppers’ feeling and moods, and the excitement and intrinsic joy 
felt by shoppers when finding the perfect gift for others” (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003, p.81). 
Value shopping is based on assertion theories, which accounts for “shopping for 
sales, looking for discounts, and hunting for bargain” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003, 
p.81). 
Retail format choice, in this current study, is defined as a choice of one kind of 
retail formats (supermarket or traditional market) to shop at for one particular group 
of products. In this study, the products are processed-food products and non-food 
products, which will be studied separately. The processed-food products include 
package food, canned food, frozen food, dry food, drinks, milk, etc. The non-food 
products include shoes, clothing, furniture, household appliances, toiletries, electrical 
appliance, etc. 
Retail format attributes are retail attributes of retail formats which are 
supermarkets and traditional markets in Vietnam. According to Martineau (1958), 
where a customer goes and what a customer buys depend on subjective attributes of 
store image which are atmosphere, status, personnel, and other customers. 
Supermarket is defined as a modern store trading in general goods or specialized 
goods that are plentiful, varied and quality-guaranteed.  Called “SieuThi” in 
Vietnamese or “Supermarket” in English, supermarket has to satisfy a number of 
requirements including floor space, technical equipments, managements, services, 
convenience. Supermarket also has to offer services which are parking, 
entertainment, catering, delivery services as well as services for disable people and 
children. Supermarkets have to be clean, safe. Goods have to be arranged in a 
convenient way which help shoppers choose easily (Vietnam Trade Ministry, 2004). 
Traditional market, in this study, refers to “organized bazaar” or “wet market” 
which is “defined as a market established and formally approved by either the 
provincial or district level authorities. A management board usually administers this 
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kind of market” (Maruyama and Trung, 2007b, p.236). Most of the markets are state-
owned. They have roofs and are constructed of concrete and “this kind of market is 
typically chaotic, crowded, load and colorful” as well as “dirty, unsanitary and very 
unpleasant” (Maruyama and Trung, 2007b, p.236). 
1.9 STRUCTURE OF THE STUDY 
This research thesis comprises of five chapters, listed out in Table 1.1 below 
Table 1.1: Title of Chapters 
Chapter Title 
1 Introduction 
2 Literature review 
3 Methodology 
4 Data analysis 
5 Conclusions and implications 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction provides a discussion of the research problems, research 
objectives, methodology, definition of terms and thesis structure. 
Chapter 2: Literature review examines shopping motivation, utilitarian motivation, 
hedonic motivation, retail format attributes, the relationship between shopping 
motivation and retail format choice, the relationship between retail format attributes 
and retail format choice, the relationship between demographics and retail format 
choice and the relationship between shopping motivation, demographics and retail 
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format attributes. From this review, hypotheses were proposed and subsequently 
tested. 
Chapter 3: Methodology provides explanatory details of the research design, 
research procedure, qualitative study, choice of model, variable explanation and 
operationalisation of measures, quantitative study, and ethical consideration. 
Chapter 4: Data analysis provides details of the results from data analysis for both 
the quantitative studies, covering studies of non-food products study and processed 
food products.  
Chapter 5: Conclusion and Implications provides a review of the findings from the 
study, based on research objectives and hypotheses. Additionally, limitations, 
implications, contributions and directions for future research are outlined. 
1.10 SUMMARY 
This chapter provides a discussion of the research problems, research objectives, 
methodology, definition of terms and thesis structure. The next chapter will present 
the literature reviews on shopping motivations, utilitarian motivation, hedonic 
motivation, retail format attributes, the relationship between shopping motivation and 
retail format choice, the relationship between retail format attributes and retail format 
choice, the relationship between demographics and retail format choice and the 
relationship between shopping motivation, demographics and retail format attributes. 
In addition, the next chapter will propose hypotheses to test for this study in Section 
2.6, 2.11 and 2.12. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter reviews the literature on shopping motivations, retail format attributes 
and the impact of shopping motivations, retail format attributes, and demographics 
on retail format choice. The chapter starts with an explanation of the role of 
consumer motivation in consumer behaviours and then examines the previous studies 
of shopping motivations. The chapter explains how shopping motivations are divided 
into two groups, utilitarian and hedonic motivations. Next, definition of retail format 
choice is provided and the impact of utilitarian motivation and hedonic motivation on 
retail format choice is discussed and hypotheses are proposed. From this, the 
influence of retail format attributes and demographics on retail format choice is also 
discussed and hypotheses are proposed. In addition, the relationship between 
shopping motivation, demographics and retail format attributes are also examined. 
This chapter thus provides the background which is used to develop the research 
design of this study in Chapter 3.  
The Structure of Chapter 2 is presented in Figure 2.1 
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Figure 2.1: Structure of Chapter 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.1 Introduction 
2.2 Consumer behaviour 
2.3 Shopping motivations 
2.4 Utilitarian and Hedonic motivations 
2.5 Retail Format Choice 
2.4.1 Utilitarian motivation 
2.4.2 Hedonic motivation 
2.6 Shopping motivations and retail format choice 
2.7 Retail format attributes 
2.8 Shopping motivations and retail format attributes 
 
2.10 Retail format attributes and Demographics 
2.9 Shopping motivations and Demographics 
  
2.11 Retail format attributes and retail format choice 
2.13 Research model 
2.12 Demographics and retail format choice 
2.14 Summary 
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2.2 CONSUMER BEHAVIOR 
Consumer behaviour is a part of human behaviour, which concentrates on individual 
activities relating to consumption. “Consumer behaviour comprises at least all 
activities related to purchasing, consuming, and exchanging information about 
brands, products and services” (Hansen and Christensen, 2007). Study of consumer 
behaviour is “the study of how consumers select, purchase, use, and dispose of 
goods, and services to satisfy personal needs and wants” (Hanna et al., 2006). There 
are many factors affecting consumer behaviour which include internal influences 
(perception, learning, memory, motivation, personality, emotion, and attitude) and 
external influences (demographic, household structure, group influence culture, 
social stratification) (Hanna et al., 2006). Among the influences, motivation is one of 
the most important influences which could help explain consumer behaviour. This is 
examined next. 
2.3 SHOPPING MOTIVATIONS 
“Motivation is an assumed force operating inside an individual, inducing him or her 
to choose one action over another” (Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005, p.327). 
“Motivation is the reason for behavior; it concerns why an individual does 
something” and “a motive is a construct representing an unobservable inner force 
that stimulates and compel a behavioral response, provide specific direction to that 
response, and drives the response until inner force is satisfied” (Quester et al., 2007, 
p.300).  
Shopping motivations has been studied for years. Many researchers have tried to 
explain why people go shopping, where people go shopping, how people shop and 
which products people want to buy. In previous research of shopper taxonomies 
which led to the study of shopping motivations (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003), Stone  
(1954, p.36) studied 124 Chicago housewives and classified shoppers into four 
categories which were economic, personalizing, ethical, and apathetic and “each type 
of shopper was distinguished by a specific pattern of social characteristics reflecting 
her position in the social structure of her residential community”. Economic shoppers 
considered shopping as mainly buying and they evaluated the store on price, quality 
and variety of merchandise. Personalizing shoppers considered shopping as a 
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fundamental and positively interpersonal, and they evaluated stores on the 
relationship between customers and personnel. Ethical shoppers considered shopping 
as a moral obligation to shop at specific stores. Apathetic shoppers were those who 
did not like shopping and are likely to minimize their effort when shopping. 
Based on the study of Stone (1954), Bellenger, Robertson et al. (1977) studied 261 
afluent female shopper and pointed out that there were two types of shopper: 
convenience (economic) shopper and the recreational shopper, and “these shopper 
types have strongly differing desires in a shopping center” (Bellenger et al., 1977, 
p.37). Convenience (economic) shoppers were those who were interested in 
convenience and other economic factors. Recreational shoppers were those who were 
interested in shopping as a leisure activity. 
Among the many studies conducted on shopping motivations, Tauber’s research 
(1972) is among the most broadly quoted. Tauber attempted to address the question 
of why people shop and explored fundamental shopping motives. Tauber suggested 
that shopping motives was a function of many variables in which there were not only 
variables related to the actual purchasing of products, but also variables unrelated to 
the actual purchasing of products. Tauber conducted an exploratory study which used 
individual in-depth interviews with a sample of 30 shoppers in order to find out 
interviewees’ activity and enjoyment while shopping. The study was conducted in 
the United States. From the findings of the qualitative study, Tauber suggested that 
shopping motives could be divided in two categories, personal motives and social 
motives based on psychological needs.  
In the first category, personal motives were role playing, diversion, self-gratification, 
learning about new trends, physical activity and sensory stimulation. Firstly, role 
playing refers to shopping as a role which is expected traditionally or a role in 
society. For instance, housewife goes shopping for grocery as a traditional role. 
Secondly, diversion refers to shopping as a recreational activity, a pastime. Members 
of a family can enjoy exhibits and attractions at shopping places. Thirdly, self-
gratification refers to shopping that relates to moods. When someone feel unhappy, 
he or she can go shopping to buy something for himself or herself or enjoy the 
attractions in the shopping place which could reduce his or her negative moods. 
Fourthly, learning about new trends refers to shopping as a way to learn new things 
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or get new ideas or latest fashions, product innovations. Fifthly, physical activity 
refers to shoppers that could undertake physical exercise in shopping place, such as 
walking. Sixthly, sensory stimulation refers to what shoppers could enjoy looking, 
trying, handling products while shopping. In addition, shoppers could seek 
enjoyment with background music and scent such as odour of prepared foods. 
In the second category, social motives are social experiences outside the home, 
communication with others having a similar interest, peer group attraction, status and 
authority, and pleasure of bargaining. Firstly, social experiences outside the home 
refers to shopping that could provide the opportunity for social experiences outside 
of the home environment, such as looking for new acquaintances, shopping with 
friends, watching people. Secondly, communication with others having a similar 
interest refers to shopping to communicate with others who have the same interests, 
such as collecting stamps, and customizing car. Thirdly, peer group attraction refers 
to shopping as a way to meet members of peer group or reference group, and the 
groups could affect the shoppers to buy the product. Fourthly, status and authority 
refers to shopping as ways in which shoppers could have respect, attention or power 
from sellers. Fifthly, pleasure of bargaining refers to shopping as a way to obtain a 
more reasonable price for the product. 
From the findings of the qualitative study, Tauber proposed that shopping motives 
are not only a function of purchasing motive (time, money, effort), but also product-
unrelated motives such as “a person may also go shopping when he needs attention, 
wants to be with peers, desires to meet people with similar interests, feels a need to 
exercise, or has leisure time” (Tauber, 1972, p.48). 
Based on Tauber’s research, Westbrook and Black (1985) conducted an empirical 
study via personal interviews with a sample of 203 female shoppers at deparment 
store in the United States. In the findings, Westbrook and Black (1985, p.87) 
proposed seven shopping motivations which are anticipated utility, role enactment, 
negotiation, choice optimization, affiliation, power/authority and stimulation. Firstly, 
anticipated utility refers to shopping motivated by anticipation utility of acquired 
products. Secondly, role enactment refers to “the motivation to identify with and 
assume culturally prescribed roles regarding the conduct of shopping activity”, which 
is similar to normative economic behaviour such as comparing price. Thirdly, 
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negotiation refers to the motivation to look for economic value from bargaining with 
sellers. Fourthly, choice optimization refers to motivation to seek exactly the right 
products which fit shopper’s demand. Fifthly, affiliation refers to motivation to 
affiliate between shopper and others such as other shoppers or sellers. Sixthly, power 
and authority refers to motivation “concern to attainment of elevated social position”. 
Seventhly, stimulation refers to motivation to look for “novel and interesting stimuli 
from the retail environment”. 
Based on Westbrook and Black’s study, Dawson et al (1990) suggested two types of 
shopping motivations which were product-related motivation and experiental 
motivation after purifying the shopping motivations of Westbrook and Black (1985) 
by using a sample of 278 shoppers at an outdoor crafts market in the United States. 
The product-related motivation refers to purchase needs or product-information 
needs, and experiental motivation refers to hedonic or recreational orientation. 
Similarity, Babin et al (1994) suggested two categories of shopping motivations 
which are utilitarian and hedonic motivations. Utiliarian value refers to shopping 
with a work mentality and hedonic value refers to shopping’s potential entertainment 
and emotional worth. The authors employed a mixed study in the United States. In 
the qualitative study, they used two focus group interviews in a sample of 6 
respondents in the first focus group and 8 respondents in the second focus group. In 
the quantiative study, they used two samples of 125 students and 404 adult residents 
at a large midwestern community. 
Later research also divided shopping motivations into two groups, extrinsic and 
intrinsic motivations (Lotz, cited in Jin and Kim, 2003) in which extrinsic motivation 
is similar to utilitarian motivation and intrinsic motivation is similar to hedonic 
motivation (Sherry L. Lotz, 2010).  
There are some other studies that have classified shopping motivations into three 
groups or more such as study by Groeppel-Klein et al. (1999) and study by Jin and 
Kim (2003). Groeppel-Klein et al. (1999) categorized three shopping motivations 
which are price-oriented, stimulation and advice-oriented motivations in a sample of 
150 shoppers at furniture stores in Austria. Price-oriented motivation refers to 
shopping to seek special price. Stimulation motivation refers to shoppping to look for 
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dynamic atmostphere and browse products. Advice-oriented motivation refers to 
shopping to seek advice from sellers. Jin and Kim (2003, p.399) defined shopping 
motivations as “the drivers of behavior that bring consumers to the marketplace to 
satisfy their internal needs” and  suggested three types of shopping motivations 
which are utilirarian, diversion, socialzation in a sample of 452 shoppers at discount 
stores in two surbuban cities in Korea. In their findings, utilitarian motivation refers 
to shopping for functional purpose. Diversion motivation refers to shopping for 
leisure, and social motivation refers to fondness of garthering. Although there are 
studies that grouped shopping motivations into three or more groups, the motivations 
could be generally categoried into two groups, shopping to acquiring product and 
shopping for enjoyment (Jin and Kim, 2003).  
From this literature review, shopping motivations could be classified into two types. 
The first type is shopping to acquire product such as product-related, utilitarian and 
extrinsic shopping motivation. The second type is shopping to look for pleasure such 
as experiental, hedonic and intrinsic motivation. In addition, and more interestingly, 
Arnold and Reynolds (2003) examined in depth the later type identifying six hedonic 
motivations, namely adventure, social, gratification, idea, role and value shopping 
motivations. 
Previous studies have demonstrated the relationship between shopping motivations 
and shopping outcomes such as satisfaction (Babin et al., 1994, Jones et al., 2006), 
retail preference and retail choice (choice of buying product) (Dawson et al., 1990), 
shopper loyalty (Trang et al., 2007, Jones et al., 2006), store assessment (Groeppel-
Klein et al., 1999), shoppers’ patronage behaviour (Jin and Kim, 2003, Stoel et al., 
2004, Jones et al., 2006). However, there is little attention paid on the impact of 
shopping motivations such as utilitarian and hedonic motivations on retail format 
choice. Because “consumers have different requirements of and expectation from the 
store depending on their pre-existing shopping motive” and consumers’ store 
assessment depend on their shopping motives (Groeppel-Klein et al., 1999, p.68) and 
“diverse retail categories satisfy different shoppings motives” (Groppel, cited in 
Groppel, 1995, p.245), consumers can therefore select a retail format to satisfy their 
shopping motivations. Research on shopping motivations can thus explain the 
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reasons why a shopper chooses a retail format to shop at a particular retail format. 
The summary of shopping motivation studies is presented in Table 2.1. 
Table 2.1: Summary of shopping motivation studies 
Researcher(s) Sample size Country Shopping motivations 
Stone  (1954) 124 United 
States 
Economic, personalizing, ethical, 
and apathetic shoppers 
Bellenger et al 
(1977) 
261 United 
States 
Convenience (economic) shopper 
and the recreational shopper 
Tauber (1972) 30 United 
States 
Personal motives: Role playing, 
diversion, self-gratification, 
learning about new trends, 
physical activity and sensory 
stimulation 
Social motives: Social 
experiences outside the home, 
communication with others 
having a similar interest, peer 
group attraction, status and 
authority, and pleasure of 
bargaining 
Westbrook 
and Black 
(1985) 
203 United 
States 
Anticipated utility, role 
enactment, negotiation, choice 
optimization, affiliation, 
power/authority and stimulation 
Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
278 United 
States 
Product-related and Experiential 
motivations 
Babin et al 
(1994) 
6 and 8 
(focus group 
1 and 2) 
125 and 404 
(survey 1 
and 2) 
United 
States 
Utilitarian and Hedonic 
motivations 
Lotz (1999) 583 United 
States 
Extrinsic and Intrinsic 
motivations 
Groeppel-
Klein et al 
(1999) 
150 Austria Price-oriented, Stimulation and 
Advice-oriented motivations 
Jin and Kim 
(2003) 
452 Korea Utilitarian, Diversion, 
Socialization 
Arnold and 
Reynolds 
(2003) 
98 
(in-depth 
interviews) 
266 and 251 
(survey 1 
and 2) 
United 
States 
Hedonic shopping motivations: 
adventure, social, gratification, 
idea, role and value motivations 
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As a result of the literature review summarised in table 2.1 above, it is evident that 
most “shopping motivation research and its relationship to store appraisals have 
focused on shopping mall format in the United States and European countries” (Jin 
and Kim, 2003, p.397). There is however minimal attention paid to transitional 
economies with a dominant traditional-market format like Vietnam. Because “culture 
involves collective programming of the mind and thus plays an obvious role in 
motivation” (Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005, p.327) and “shopping motives may be 
shaped by the culture in which people live” (Jin and Kim, 2003, p.401). In addition, 
because “consumers may have other shopping motives for other retail formats in 
other cultures” (Jin and Kim, 2003, p.401) and given the popularity of traditional 
market format in less developed countries (Goldman and Hino, 2005), it is perhaps 
timely and necessary to study shopping motivations in transitional economy to get 
better understanding of consumer behaviour, particularly on shopping motivations 
and retail format choice. 
2.4 UTILITARIAN AND HEDONIC MOTIVATIONS 
Previous studies classify shopping motivations into two groups, utilitarian and 
hedonic motivations (Babin et al., 1994), the former referring to shopping to acquire 
product and the later referring to shopping enjoyment. Shoppers can have both 
hedonic and utilitarian values from shopping. For example, a product can motivate a 
shopper to go shopping at the store which creates utilitarian value from the product 
acquisition, and shopper can have hedonic value from the enjoyment of browsing 
products at the store. 
2.4.1 Utilitarian motivation 
Most prior research on shopping motivation concentrated on utilitarian motivation 
(Babin et al., 1994). Utilitarian motivation is characterized as product-oriented 
(Dawson et al., 1990), task-related, rational and extrinsic (Batra and Ahtola, 1991, 
Babin et al., 1994, Trang et al., 2007). Utilitarian motivation explains that shopping 
behaviour can result from acquiring a product to satisfy a need or doing a mission or 
a task. When a shopper is motivated by utilitarian motivation, the shopper will look 
for utilitarian value from shopping (Stoel et al., 2004) and the shopper will “allocate 
time, money and effort to visit a store” (Tauber, 1972, p.48). Utilitarian-motivated 
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shopping has been described as “an errand” or “work” (Babin et al., 1994).  In a 
qualitative study of  Babin et al (1994, p.646), informants said: 
“I like to get in and out with a minimum amount of time wasted . . . I get 
irritated when I can't find what is needed . . . and I have to go to another store 
to find it”.  
“To me, shopping is like a mission, and if I find what I'm looking for, I'm 
satisfied—mission accomplished!” 
2.4.2 Hedonic motivation 
Hedonic shopping motivations is characterized as “recreational, pleasurable, intrinsic 
and stimulation-oriented motivations” (Trang et al., 2007, p.230). Hedonic 
motivation refers to shopping to seek happiness, fantasy, awakening, sensuality and 
enjoyment (To et al., 2007, Demangeot and Broderick, 2007, Jin and Kim, 2003). 
When a shopper is motivated by hedonic motivation, the shopper will look for 
hedonic value from shopping (Stoel et al., 2004). In comparison with utilitarian 
value, hedonic value is more subjective and personal, and hedonic value is caused by 
fun and playfulness rather than task accomplishment (Babin et al., 1994). 
Based on the study of Westbrook and Black (1985), Arnold and Reynolds (2003) 
studied hedonic motivation in depth and suggested six categories of hedonic 
motivations which are adventure, social, gratification, idea, role and value 
motivations by using a mixed study. In the qualitative study, in-depth interviews 
were employed with a sample of 98 shoppers, and in the quantitative study, surveys 
were used with a calibration sample of 266 shoppers and validation sample of 251 
shoppers. 
According to Arnold and Reynolds’study (2003, p.80), the first category is 
adventure shopping, grounded in “stimulation and expressive theories of human 
motivations”, accounts for “shopping for stimulation, adventure, and feeling of being 
in another world” or “entering a different universe of exciting sights, smells and 
sounds”. When shoppers are motivated by adventure shopping, they want to look for 
adventure and stimulation while they go shopping. Adventure shopping is similar to 
sensory stimulation motive of Tauber (1972) which refers to enjoyment of browsing 
 25 
 
products, handling products, trying products as well as enjoyment of shopping 
environment such as sound (background music or silence) and scent. Adventure 
shopping also is similar to stimuation motivation of Westbrook and Black (1985) 
which refers to shopping to seek novel and stimuli from shopping environment.The 
second category is social shopping, grounded in affiliation theories of human 
motivation, which accounts for “the enjoyment of shopping with friends and family, 
socializing while shopping, and bonding with other while shopping” (Arnold and 
Reynolds, 2003, p.80). When shoppers are motivated by social shopping, they want 
to use time to socialize with their friends or family’s members while they go 
shopping. Social shopping is similar to social experiences outside the home motive 
of Tauber (1972) which refers to shopping to enjoy social experience at market place 
such as meeting others, shopping with friends. Social shopping is also similar to 
affiliation motivation of Westbrook and Black (1985) which refers to affiliate with 
others at market place. The third category is gratification shopping, grounded in 
“tension-reduction theories of human motivation”, which accounts for “shopping for 
stress relief, shopping to alleviate a negative mood, and shopping as a special treat to 
oneself” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003, p.80). Gratification shopping is way which 
helps someone to forget about their unhappy problems or reduce their stress. 
Gratification shopping is similar to self-gratification of Tauber (1972) which refers to 
shopping to seek diversion. The fourth category is ideal shopping, grounded in 
categorization theories, accounts for “shopping to keep up with trends and new 
fashions and to see new products and innovations” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003, 
p.80). Ideal shopping is similar to motive of learning about new trends of Tauber 
(1972) which refers to shopping to learn new trend, movements and symbols which 
reflect attitudes and life styles. The fifth category is role shopping, grounded in 
identification theories of human motivation, accounts for “the enjoyment that 
shoppers derive from shopping for others, the influence that this activity has on the 
shoppers’ feeling and moods, and the excitement and intrinsic joy felt by shoppers 
when finding the perfect gift for others” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003, p.81). Ideal 
shopping relates to role playing motive of Tauber (1972) which refers to shopping as 
a role (for example: traditional role of housewife is shopping grocery). Role 
shopping also relates to role enactment motivation of Westbrook and Black (1985) 
which refers to cultural roles which regard to shopping such as comparing price. The 
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final category of hedonic shopping motivation is value shopping, grounded in 
assertion theories, which accounts for “shopping for sales, looking for discounts, and 
hunting for bargain” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003, p.81). Value shopping relates to 
choice optimization motivation of Westbrook and Black (1985) which refers to 
shopping to seek the right product for shopper’s demand. 
In the context of a transitional economy such as Vietnam, before “DoiMoi” or 
“Renovation” in 1986, most consumers were motivated by utilitarian values in which 
they look for product-acquisition rather than hedonic values because of limited 
earning potentials at a time when the economy was not growing strongly. Despite 
this, Vietnamese consumers enjoyed shopping together with their family and having 
fun in new forms of markets (supermarkets) which have good shopping environment 
and attractive displays (Nguyen et al., 2003). According to Nguyen Ngoc Hoa, 
Chairman of Co.opMart chain and Pascal Billaud, CEO of BigC chain in Vietnam, 
there are more and more Vietnamese shoppers enjoy shopping with entertainment  
(Thuy, 2010). Invariably, depending on the consumer shopping motivations, different 
retail format would appeal to them. This will be examined next.  
2.5 RETAIL FORMAT CHOICE 
Store choice involves a cognitive process which processes information like other 
purchase decision (Sinha and Banerjee, 2004). Meyer and Eagle (1982, p.70) noted 
that “a choice had to be made on the basis of something; hence ‘small differences’ on 
‘minor’ attributes often became very important”. “Consumer store choice results 
from a process whereby information on various alternatives is evaluated by the 
consumer prior to the selection of one of these alternatives” (Fotheringham, 1988, 
p.299). In this study, a retail format choice is defined as a choice of one particular 
kind of retail formats (supermarket or traditional market) to shop at for one particular 
kind of product. 
2.6 SHOPPING MOTIVATIONS AND RETAIL FORMAT 
CHOICE 
Prior studies showed the connection between shopping motivations and retail format 
choice. “Consumers have different requirements of and expectation from the store 
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depending on their pre-existing shopping motive” and consumers’ store assessment 
depend on their shopping motives (Groeppel-Klein et al., 1999, p.68). A store visit 
could be affected not only by utlitatian motives such as purchase needs or the desire 
to obtain information of product, but also hedonic motives such as pleasure from 
store visit (Dawson et al., 1990, Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982).  
In early study of taxonomies of shoppers which led to the study of shopping 
motivations (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003), Stone (1954) classified shoppers into 
economic and apathetic shoppers. Economic shoppers were those who considered 
shopping as mainly buying and evaluated stores on price, quality and variety of 
products. Apathetic shoppers were those who did not like shopping and considered 
shopping as a task. The economic shoppers and apathetic shoppers can be seen as 
shoppers who were likely to be motivated by utilitarian motivations. In the study of 
Stone (1954), informants of the two types of shoppers expressed their preference to 
specific stores. 
Economic shoppers (Stone, 1954, p.38) 
“I prefer large department stores. They give you better service. Their price 
are more reasonable…There’s a wider selection of goods.” 
“I prefer big chains. They have cheaper stuff. It’s too expensive in small 
stores.” 
Apathetic shoppers (Stone, 1954, p.39) 
“Local merchants are O.K. it depends on where you happen to be. Whichever 
store is closest is O.K. to me.” 
“It depends on which is the closest.” 
Based on the study of Stone (1954), Bellenger et al.(1977) also classified shoppers 
into convenience shoppers and recreational shoppers, and suggested that when 
choosing a shopping center, convenience shoppers would pay attention to 
convenience and other economic factors and recreational shoppers who considered 
shopping as leisure activity would seek quality and variety. Recreational shoppers 
were those who are “likely to expect high levels of hedonic value” (Babin et al., 
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1994, p.646). Convenience shoppers were those who likely expect high levels of 
utilitarian value. 
Van Kenhove et al. (1999) conducted a mixed study and suggested that task 
definitions influenced store choice behaviour. In the qualitative study using in-depth 
interview with a sample of 16 visitors, five task definitions were explored, namely 
urgent purchase, large quantities, difficult job, regular purchase and get ideas. In the 
quantitative study using survey with a sample of 610 visitors of DIY stores in 
Belgium, the results showed that depending on task definition, a store is chosen more 
frequently for shopping than other stores. Shoppers chose cash-and-carry stores for 
large quantities and difficult jobs, small independent stores for urgent and regular 
purchases and national franchise stores for getting ideas (Van Kenhove et al., 1999).  
Jayasankaraprasad (2010) studied 1040 retail customers in India and also suggested 
that task definition influenced retail format choice. The choice of convenience store 
format was impacted by urgent purchase. The choice of supermarket store format and 
hypermarket store format were impacted by regular purchase, bulk purchase and 
getting information about new products. In addition, more interestingly, 
Jayasankaraprasad (2010) found that social interactions and social experiences 
outside home significantly affected the choice of hypermarket store format and 
supermarket store format. 
Lumpkin et al. (cited in Sinha and Banerjee, 2004, p.483)  note that old shoppers are 
recreational shoppers and they “choose a store that is perceived to be high on 
“entertainment” value”. Bellenger and Korgaonkar (1980) conducted a study using 
discriminant analysis with a sample of 324 respondents and found that recreational 
shoppers who enjoyed shopping as leisure-time activity preferred to shop at 
department stores rather than discount stores.  
Groeppel (cited in Groeppel-Klein et al., 1999) suggested that consumers who are 
motivated by price orientation motivation prefer to shop at furniture discounters and 
consumers who are motivated by stimulation and desire-to-be-advised motivations 
prefer to shop at specialist-furniture stores. However, the study focused on 
explaining store preference rather than predicting store choice, which store shoppers 
will choose when they go shopping. Sinha and Banerjee (2004) proposed that drivers 
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of store choice tended to be utilitarian, based on the impact of retail attributes on the 
store choice. However, the authors did not study the impact of utilitarian motivation 
and hedonic motivation on the choice. 
Although there are number of research studies showing the connection between 
shopping motivations and retail format choice, most of the research focused on 
explaining store preference or retail format preference rather than predicting store 
choice or retail format choice. In addition, the impact of shopping motivations on 
retail format choice was not adequately studied. For example, Jayasankaraprasad 
(2010) found that social interactions and social experiences outside home which 
could be classified as a component of hedonic motivation significantly affected the 
retail choice format. However, the impact of others components of hedonic 
motivation on retail format choice was not studied. Moreover, based on literature 
review, minimal attention has been made to examine the impact of shopping 
motivations (utilitarian and hedonic motivations) on retail format choice, namely 
between supermarket and traditional market. The latter is very popular in  less 
developed countries (Goldman and Hino, 2005). Because “consumers have different 
requirements of and expectation from the store depending on their pre-existing 
shopping motive” and consumers’ store assessment depend on their shopping 
motives  (Groeppel-Klein et al., 1999, p.68) and “diverse retail categories satisfy 
different shoppings motives” (Groppel, cited in Groppel, 1995, p.245), consumers 
can select a particular retail format that underpins their shopping motivations. 
Therefore, shopping motivations could be used to explain retail-format-choice 
behaviour. The study of the impact of shopping motivations on retail format choice 
will help to better understand consumer behaviour. 
When a shopper is motivated by hedonic motivation, the shopper will look for 
hedonic value from shopping (Stoel et al., 2004) and “shoppers driven by a larger set 
of hedonic motivations may pay attention to a larger set of retail attributes (e.g., 
merchandise displays, in-store promotions)” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003, p.90). In 
Vietnam context, supermarkets could provide shoppers better shopping environment, 
higher quality products, more plentiful and variety of products for selection, more 
attractive displays, and more sales promotions than traditional markets (Hai, 2012). 
In addition, supermarkets are seen “to be a more convenient and modern experience 
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than traditional markets” (AmchamVietnam, 2010, T.Thuy, 2010). Moreover, 
“shoppers who are strongly motivated by hedonic aspects are more likely to be 
satisfied with a supermarket that is able to provide them with the hedonic value of 
their shopping trips” (Trang et al., 2007, p.230). Therefore, supermarket could 
provide shoppers more hedonic values than traditional markets. Thus shoppers who 
are strongly motivated by hedonic aspects will likely choose supermarket to shop at 
rather than traditional markets. It is therefore expected that:  
H1: Hedonic-motivated shoppers are more likely to shop at supermarkets 
than at traditional markets 
When a shopper is motivated by utilitarian motivation, the shopper will look for 
utilitarian value from shopping (Stoel et al., 2004) and the shopper will “allocate 
time, money and effort to visit a store” (Tauber, 1972, p.48) or “consumers are 
concerned with purchasing products in an efficient and timely manner to achieve 
their goals with a minimum of irritation” (Childers et al., 2001, p.513) or shoppers 
want to  save time and resources in order to buy the products as planned in a 
shopping trip (Kim, cited in Hye-Shin, 2006). Despite the growth in the Vietnamese 
economy as it transit from a centrally command economy to a market economy, 
Vietnamese shoppers who have utilitarian motivations will still minimize the 
expenditure of time and effort to look for product acquisition and value for money in 
order to help them fulfil their mission or task. Since traditional markets have better 
spatial convenient location and lower price than supermarkets in Vietnam context 
(K.D, 2015, HQ Online, 2014, Nhu, 2013), shoppers who are strongly motivated by 
utilitarian aspects are more likely to be shop at traditional markets which could give 
shoppers more utilitarian values because shoppers could save time and money to buy 
the products they need when shopping at traditional markets. They do not need to 
look for a convenient, modern and attractive place as supermarket (DanTri, 2010). 
Therefore, it is expected that: 
H2: Utilitarian-motivated shoppers are more likely to shop at traditional 
markets than at supermarkets. 
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2.7 RETAIL FORMAT ATTRIBUTES 
Retail format attributes are very important to retailers because the attributes will 
influence consumer behaviour to choose a store to shop at. According to Martineau 
(1958), where a customer goes and what a customer buys depend on subjective 
attributes of store image which are atmosphere, status, personnel, and other 
customers. The store image will thus affect the shopping behaviour. The store image 
is defined as “the way in which the store is defined in the shopper's mind, partly by 
its functional qualities and partly by an aura of psychological attributes” (Martineau, 
1958). The "functional qualities" related to physical properties: merchandise 
selection, price ranges and store layout , and the "psychological attributes" relates to 
“things: sense of belonging, the feeling of friendliness, and the like” (Mazursky and 
Jacoby, 1986). 
Lindquist (1974) stated that retail store image have nine attributes which are 
merchandise, service, clientele, physical facilities,  convenience, promotion, store 
atmosphere, institutional factors and post-transaction. Mazursky and Jacoby (1986) 
recognized some aspects of store image which are merchandise quality, merchandise 
pricing, merchandise assortment, locational convenience, salesclerk service, and 
service in general, store atmosphere and pleasantness of shopping. Mazursky and 
Jacoby (1986) also suggested that “merchandise related aspects (such as quality, 
pricing, and assortment), service related aspects (such as quality in general and 
salespersons' service), and pleasantness of shopping at the store are among the most 
important components of store image” (Mazursky and Jacoby, 1986, p.150).  
Jin and Kim (2003) suggested six attributes of discounts store in Korea which are 
facility convenience, service convenience, shopping convenience, neat/spacious 
atmosphere, price competitiveness and fashion goods. Koo (2003) discovered seven 
attributes of discount retail store in Korea: atmosphere, employee services, after sales 
service, merchandising, value, location, convenient facilities. In Vietnam, Trang et 
al.(2007) suggested that supermarket has four attributes which are facilities, 
employee services, after-sales services and merchandise. Surprisingly, attributes of 
traditional retail format (traditional market) have not been studied adequately 
although traditional market still dominates retail industry in Vietnam.  
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Zielke (2010) proposed that the influence of retail attributes was different among 
retail formats in Germany. Value for the money was most important for discount 
stores. Price and value were equally important for supermarkets. Value was most 
important for organic food stores. 
Based on these research studies, it seems that the attributes of retail format outlets are 
different between countries because how retail format outlet is defined in shoppers’ 
mind in different cultures is not always the same, and this may be due to the way 
“consumers assign different degrees of importance to retail format attributes in 
various types of retail centres” (Kim and Kang, 1995, p.58). Hence, the significance 
of examining the attributes of traditional markets such as wet markets in a 
transitional economy to better understand consumer behaviour and the development 
of retail industry. 
2.8 SHOPPING MOTIVATIONS AND RETAIL ATTRIBUTES 
Earlier research suggested that consumers’ store assessment depend on their 
shopping motives (Groeppel-Klein et al., 1999) and the importance of retail format 
attributes could depend on types of shopping motivations (Jin and Kim, 2003). 
Depending on their shopping motivation, shoppers could asses the importance of 
retail format attributes differently. Arnold and Reynolds (2003) suggested that 
hedonic-motivated shoppers could pay more attention to retail format attributes such 
as promotions or merchandise display. Van Kenhove et al.(1999) found that the 
importance of retail attributes varied significantly depending on shoppers’ task 
definitions such as urgent purchase, large quantities, difficult job, regular purchase 
and get ideas. Based on shopping motivations, Jin and Kim (2003) grouped shoppers 
into 4 groups and found that the groups  of shoppers varied significantly in retail 
attributes. For example, Utilitarian-motivated shoppers paid attention mainly to retail 
format attributes such as service convenience, shopping convenience and fashion 
goods. However, to socially-motivated shoppers, service convenience, shopping 
convenience, and fashion goods were deemed unimportant factors. Instead, socially-
motivated shoppers placed greater importance on pleasant environment, ease of 
parking, helpful sales personnel and varied merchandises to socialize with others, 
while Utilitarian-motivated shoppers placed greater importance on low price and 
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fresh vegetables and foods. Svein Ottar and Skallerud (2011) found that product 
assortment and physical layout are important retail attributes to trigger utilitarian 
values which utilitarian-motivated shoppers seek for (Stoel et al., 2004). To 
utilitarian-motivated shoppers, personal interaction with employees has a converse 
and negative impact (Svein Ottar and Skallerud, 2011). Personal interaction with 
employees, accessibility and product value are important retail attributes to trigger 
hedonic values (Svein Ottar and Skallerud, 2011) which hedonic-motivated shoppers 
seek for (Stoel et al., 2004). To hedonic -motivated shoppers, physical layout has a 
negative impact (Svein Ottar and Skallerud, 2011).  
2.9 SHOPPING MOTIVATIONS AND DEMOGRAPHICS  
Earlier research showed unclear relationship between shopping motives and 
demographics. For the relationship between demographics and shopping motivation, 
Lumpkin et al.(1985)  suggested that old shoppers are recreational shoppers who are 
“likely to expect high levels of hedonic value” (Babin et al., 1994, p.646). 
Recreational shoppers are likely to be less traditional, and are female (Bellenger and 
Korgaonkar, 1980).  
Westbrook and Black (1985) used shopping motivations to classify shoppers into six 
groups and found that the groups of shoppers did not varied significantly in their 
demographic profile such as age, marital status, education, employment, and 
household income. Groeppel-Klein et al.(1999) grouped shoppers into three types of 
shoppers based on shopping motivations and found that demographic variables did 
not varied significantly in the three groups of shoppers. Jin and Kim (2003) also 
found that the four types of shoppers grouped on shopping motivations did not varied 
significantly in their demographics profile. Based on Jin and Kim (2003) study, 
Dhurup (2008) studied the relationship between shopping motivations and 
demographics and suggested that groups of shoppers based on shopping motivations 
did not varied significantly in terms of their demographics profile such as level of 
income, age, gender and marital status. 
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2.10 DEMOGRAPHICS AND RETAIL ATTRIBUTES  
 
Earlier research showed unclear relationship between retail attributes and 
demographics such as age and income. Some research suggested that some retail 
attributes were more important to old shoppers such as lighting and temperature 
(Mason and Bearden , cited in Lumpkin et al., 1985), rest areas (Lambert, cited in 
Lumpkin et al., 1985), convenience (Barnes and Peters, cited in Lumpkin et al., 
1985). However, Lumpkin et al. (1985) examined that the determinant of retail 
attributes was generally indifferent between old shoppers and young shoppers 
(Lumpkin et al., 1985).  
Goldman et al.(1999) suggested that shoppers who bought some types of fresh foods 
in supermarkets have significantly higher income than shoppers in wet markets. Li-
Wei and Zhao (2004) studied shoppers shopping at supermarkets and suggested that 
income earned have a significant relationship with some retail attributes such as 
“close to work” and “satisfactory product assortment”, and marital status have a 
significant relationship with “supermarkets being located in a shopping center.” Age 
and gender did not have any significant relationship with retail attributes. 
2.11 RETAIL FORMAT ATTRIBUTES AND RETAIL FORMAT 
CHOICE 
A number of studies showed the connection between store attributes and store 
choice.  Fotheringham (1988, p.305) recognize that store location would affect store 
choice as “the location of an outlet with respect to all other outlets affects its chances 
of being included in the restricted choice set of an individual”.  
Jason and Marguerite (2006) argued that cleanliness was the most significant 
attribute which affected the choice among retail formats which were specialty 
grocers, traditional supermarkets, supercenters, warehouse clubs and internet grocers 
in the United States. Product selection as well as politeness of staffs were also crucial 
when selecting retail formats.  Price competitiveness was the most significant 
attribute for frequent buyers in traditional supermarkets and the supercenters.  
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Solgaard and Hansen (2003) pointed out that assortment was the most significant 
driver for the choice among retail formats which were discount store, hypermarket 
and conventional supermarket in Danish context. Price as well as location were also 
important factors. However, quality and service did not show up any differences in 
retail format choice.  
Singh and Powell (2002) commented that quality of products and price were the most 
important factors, followed by locality, range of products and parking when choosing 
where to do the grocery shopping.  
In a study of  factors influencing affluent consumers’ choice between traditional 
bazaars and supermarkets in Vietnam, Maruyama and Trung (2007) stated that 
freshness, cheap prices and general convenience impacted on consumers decision to 
choose traditional markets (wet markets) for fresh foods. For consumers that valued 
safety of fresh food, they would choose supermarkets. For processed food, drinks and 
non-food products, price was the dominant factor in consumers choosing shopping 
outlets which are traditional markets, supermarkets, mom-and-pop stores. In 
addition, establishing relationship with sellers was found to be important in outlet-
selecting food products, but not for non-food products.  
In a similar study in India, Goswami and Mishra (2009) argued that cleanliness, 
offers, exclusive store brands were important attributes influencing shoppers’ choice 
of organized retailer. In addition, location and possibility of multi-store shopping 
were preferential factors for choosing Kiranas (Indian traditional store).  
Sinha & Banerjee (2004) suggested that shoppers chose grocery, fruit and vegetable 
stores based on proximity and patronization; durables stores based on merchandise, 
referral and ambience; leisure stores (book, music, accessories and lifestyle products) 
based on ambience; and apparel stores based on merchandise and ambience. 
Jayasankaraprasad (2010) proposed that ambience and location affected the choice of 
convenience store format; ambience, location and visual merchandising affected the 
choice of supermarket format; ambience, store design and visual merchandising 
affected the choice of hypermarket format. 
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Carpenter and Balija (2010) studied US electronics shoppers and found that price 
competitiveness was a strong determinant of department store and discounters. 
However, for other formats such as specialty, category killer format and internet-only 
format, none of the retail format attributes were found as predictors. 
These studies thus showed the connection between retail attributes and retail format 
choice. However, the importance of retail format attributes  are different between 
countries because how retail format outlet is defined in shoppers’ mind in different 
cultures is not always the same and this may be due to the way “consumers assign 
different degrees of importance to retail format attributes in various types of retail 
centres” (Kim and Kang, 1995, p.58). In a transitioning economy and a Vietnamese 
culture, the importance of retail format attributes may therefore differ from 
developed markets. Hence, the significance of examining the attributes of traditional 
markets such as wet markets to better understand consumer behaviour and the 
development of retail industry. 
While a study by Maruyama and Trung (2007) on some selected factors affecting 
affluent consumers when choosing a retail format in general (as discussed above) has 
contributed to an understanding of the link between retail format attributes and retail 
format choice in Vietnam, what was not clear and missing from the study was the 
impact of the retail attributes on retail format choice. Consequently, this research will 
examine the retail format attributes which affect shoppers’ choice of a supermarket 
and traditional market in Vietnam. 
To better understand the impact of retail attributes on retail format choice in a 
transitional market, a qualitative study was conducted. In the qualitative study, retail 
format attributes in Vietnam context were identified and retail format attributes 
sourced from the literature were assessed in the context of Vietnam. As a result, there 
were 26 retail attributes. In addition, the qualitative study also identified retail 
attributes of traditional markets and supermarkets. Traditional markets have 4 retail 
attributes and supermarkets have 22 attributes; and researchers suggested more than 
5 retail attributes for supermarkets. The summary of retail format attributes is 
presented in Table 3.1 in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3 
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In the current study, all the retail format attributes will be reduced to a smaller set of 
retail format attributes by using exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor 
analysis.  At this early stage, two hypotheses are proposed. 
H3.1:  The more important the retail attribute pertaining to traditional 
markets is to the shopper, the more likely it is that he or she will shop in a 
traditional market than in a supermarket. 
H3.2: The more important the retail attribute pertaining to supermarkets is to 
the shopper, the more likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket 
than in a traditional market. 
The numerical label 3 for H3.1 and H3.2 meant that these hypotheses were grouped 
only for the impact of retail format attributes on shoppers’ retail format choice. H3.1 
was hypothesis for the impact of retail format attributes on the choice of traditional 
markets. H3.2 was hypothesis for the impact of retail format attributes on the choice 
of supermarkets. 
2.12 DEMOGRAPHICS AND RETAIL FORMAT CHOICE 
Previous research have shown the link between demographics variables on retail 
format choice. Maruyama and Trung (2007b) for example suggested that income 
affected retail format choice, noting that people who had higher income would prefer 
to shop for fresh foods at supermarkets compared with traditional markets in 
Vietnam. However, income was found not a predictor of retail format choice for 
processed foods and non - foods products. The studies also found that age and gender 
were not found as predictors of the retail format choice for fresh foods, processed 
foods and non - foods products. 
In the United States, Jason and Marguerite (2006) suggested that income, education 
and household size influenced the choice of retail format choice for groceries. 
Shoppers who had higher income are morelikely to shop at specialty grocery format. 
Smaller households are more likely to shop at traditional neighborhood markets 
rather than supercenters or warehouse clubs. Shoppers with a lower level of 
education are more likely to shopped at supercenters. 
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Lumpkin et al.(1985)  also noted that old shoppers are recreational shoppers and they 
“choose a store that is perceived to be high on “entertainment” value” (Sinha and 
Banerjee, 2004, p.483). Recreational shoppers are likely to be less traditional, are 
female, and prefer to shop at department stores to discount stores (Bellenger and 
Korgaonkar, 1980). However, these studies only focused on explaining store 
preference rather than predicting store choice. 
Carpenter and Balija (2010) studied US electronics shoppers and found that age was 
strong determinant of department store, discounters, category killer format and 
internet-only format. Older shoppers are likely to shop at department store and 
younger shoppers are likely to shop at discounters, category killer format and 
internet-only format. Other demographic variables such as education and income 
were also found to be predictors of retail format choice.  Shoppers with a low level of 
education are likely to shop at discounters while those with a higher level of 
education shoppers are likely to shop at category killer format and internet-only 
format. High income was found to be the only predictor of category killer format. 
For specialty stores, Carpenter and Balija (2010) suggested that demographics were 
not important predictors. 
These studies suggested that there could be a link between demographics variables 
on retail format attributes, and demographic factors could affect retail format choice. 
However, the impact of demographic factors on retail format choice could be 
different depending on culture and types of products. In addition, since there is 
minimal research about the impact of demographic factors on retail format choice in 
transitional economy like Vietnam, and as Maruyama and Trung (2007b) focused 
only on affluent consumers in Vietnam, the impact of demographics on retail format 
choice need closer examination to get a better understanding of consumer behaviours 
in Vietnam. 
In the context of a transitional Vietnamese market, and as a result of the findings of 
the qualitative study, age and average household income monthly were expected to 
influence the retail format choice between supermarkets and traditional markets for 
non-food products and processed food products. And based on the review of 
literature, in particular the work by Maruyama andTrung (2007) cited earlier, and 
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experiential insights into the conditions of a transitional market, the following 
hypotheses are suggested: 
H4a: The higher the income shoppers have, the more likely shoppers would 
shop at supermarkets. 
The average income of shoppers in this research is income monthly divided by total 
of all family members’ monthly income. The range of the income is less than VND 2 
million (approximately under USD 95), 2- less than 6 million (approximately USD 
95-285), 6- less than 10 million (approximately USD 285-476), 10 and more than 10 
million (approximately over USD 476). 
In Vietnam, old shoppers have generally lived before the transition as it moved from 
a centrally planned to open economy in 1986. As a result, they may not have 
benefited much from this transition, and may still have lower income. They are also 
more like to retain their traditional values compared with the younger generations 
who have benefited more from the transition, have higher income, with modern 
Western countries lifestyles (Nguyen et al., 2003). Therefore, older shoppers in 
Vietnam are less likely to be recreational shoppers. Instead, they are more likely to 
keep their traditional values and hence may prefer to shop at traditional markets and 
seek value for money goods. The younger shoppers on the other hand look for 
modern experiences and amenities and they may therefore prefer to shop at 
supermarkets. Hence, it is expected that 
H4b: The older the shoppers are, the more likely they would shop at 
traditional markets. 
The ages of shoppers in this research are divided into four groups which are 20- less 
than 30, 30-less than 40, 40- less than 50 and 50 and more than 50 years of age. 
These hypotheses are captured in the research model as presented in Figure 2.2. 
The numerical label 4 for H4a and H4b meant that these hypotheses were grouped 
for the impact of demographics (income and age) on shoppers’ retail format choice. 
H4a refers to the impact of shopper’s income on retail format choice and H4b refers 
to the impact of shopper’s age on retail format choice. 
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2.13 RESEARCH MODEL 
 Figure 2.2: Research model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.14 SUMMARY 
The literature review chapter discussed the impact of shopping motivations, retail 
format attributes and demographics on retail format choice as well as the relationship 
between retail format attributes, shopping motivations and demographics. The 
shopping motivations include utilitarian motivation and hedonic motivation. 
Utilitarian motivation are characterized as product-oriented (Dawson et al., 1990), 
task-related, rational and extrinsic (Batra and Ahtola, 1991, Babin et al., 1994, Trang 
et al., 2007) . Hedonic shopping motivation is characterized as “recreational, 
pleasurable, intrinsic and stimulation-oriented motivations” (Trang et al., 2007, 
p.230). In addition, hedonic motivation includes six components which are adventure 
shopping, social shopping, gratification shopping, value shopping, ideal shopping 
and role shopping (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003).  
There are thirty one retail attributes which are expected to affect retail format choice 
in Vietnam. Two demographic variables expected to influence retail format choice 
are age and average household income monthly. Six hypotheses were proposed and 
summarized in table 2.2. In next chapter, methodology method used to test the 
hypotheses will be presented and discussed. 
 
 
H1, H2 
H3 
H4 
Importance of Retail 
format attributes 
Shopping motivations 
(Utilitarian /Hedonic 
motivations) 
Demographics 
Retail format choice 
(Supermarkets or 
Traditional Markets) 
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Table 2.2: Summary of hypotheses 
Hypotheses Statements 
H1 Hedonic-motivated shoppers are more likely to shop at supermarkets 
than at traditional markets 
H2 Utilitarian-motivated shoppers are more likely to shop at traditional 
markets than at supermarkets. 
H3.1 The more important the retail attribute pertaining to traditional markets 
is to the shopper, the more likely it is that he or she will shop in a 
traditional market than in a supermarket. 
H3.2 The more important the retail attribute pertaining to supermarkets is to 
the shopper, the more likely it is that he or she will shop in a 
supermarket than in a traditional market. 
H4a The higher the income shoppers have, the more likely shoppers would 
shop at supermarkets. 
H4b The higher the income shoppers have, the more likely shoppers would 
shop at supermarkets. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
In the previous chapter, extant literature was reviewed and discussed, and hypotheses 
were proposed. In this study, logistic regression model was used to test the 
hypotheses. There are three groups of independent variables, namely shopping 
motivations, retail format attributes and demographics variables. Among the 
independent variables, shopping motivation variables (hedonic and utilitarian 
motivations) are constructs which are measured by many items. In addition, retail 
format attributes are reduced to a small set of retail format attributes by exploratory 
factor analysis and then assessed by confirmatory factor analysis.  
The purpose of this chapter is to explain the choice of methodology used to test the 
hypotheses.  
Structure of Chapter 3 is presented in Figure 3.1 
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Figure 3.1: Structure of Chapter 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN 
Research design is a very important part of a study which outlines the study’s plan 
and procedures. It explains how data will be collected, analyzed and interpreted 
(Creswell, 2009).This current study includes two phases. The first phase is a 
qualitative study. The second phase includes two quantitative studies, namely the 
study of non-food products and the study of processed food products. 
3.1 Introduction 
3.2 Research design 
3.3 Qualitative study 
3.5 Item generation 
3.4 Qualitative findings 
3.6 Variable explanation and  
operationalisation of measures 
3.7 Proposed logistic model 
3.8 Quantitative study 
3.9 Choice of model 
3.10 Conclusion 
 44 
 
In the first phase, the qualitative study was conducted to explore, modify and add the 
items measuring shopping motivation constructs (multidimensional variables). In 
addition, the qualitative study was used to identify retail attributes and demographics 
which impacted on consumers’ choice of supermarkets and traditional markets when 
shopping for goods. The qualitative study used in-depth interview with 16 
respondents in Hochiminh in 2011. 
In the second phase, two quantitative studies (the study of non-food products and the 
study of processed-food products) were conducted to assess the validity and 
reliability of scale measurement which were modified and developed to suit 
Vietnamese consumers. In the second phase, there were three parts undertaken for 
each study. In the first part, scale measurement of shopping motivations was 
modified and assessed. In the second part, scale measurement of retail format 
attributes was developed and assessed. In the third part, hypotheses were tested by 
using logistic regression model for both the samples separately (the study of non-
food products and the study of processed food products). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 45 
 
Figure 3.2: Research Process 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Developed in English, then translated to 
Vietnamese. Afterwards, translated back 
to English to check/revise 
EFA: Exploratory factor analysis 
CFA: Confirmatory factor analysis 
Test hypotheses 
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Non-food products (n=276) and 
Processed-food products (n=301) 
 
Qualitative study 
 
In-depth interview with 16 respondents: 
• Explore, modify and add items 
measuring shopping motivations. 
• Explore and Identify the retail 
attributes which impacts on the 
consumer choice of supermarkets or 
traditional markets when shopping in 
Vietnam context. 
First draft 
questionnaires  
(non-food items and 
processed foods) 
Literature review 
Pre-test 
questionnaires • Pre-test the questionnaires with 20 consumers 
• Revision of wordings, syntax and 
grammar adjusted  Final 
questionnaires 
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l i  
EFA 
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3.3 QUALITATIVE STUDY 
Because the scale measurement of shopping motivations was mostly developed from 
developed countries with a different culture and pace of economic development that 
is different from Vietnam, the scale may be not really suitable for measuring 
shopping motivations in Vietnam. Therefore, a qualitative study was conducted to 
modify and add items that measure shopping motivations in Vietnam. In addition, the 
qualitative study also explored and identified the retail attributes and demographics 
which influenced consumers to select a retail format (supermarkets or traditional 
markets) to shop at in Vietnam. 
In the qualitative study, in-depth interviews were conducted with 16 consumers who 
were most responsible for shopping for their households, including 8 male and 8 
female, in Hochiminh city. Firstly, respondents were approached in public places 
such as parks and streets in Hochiminh city and introduced to the objectives and 
nature of the research. Convenience sampling (Non-probability sampling) was used 
with varied shopper sample relating to gender (8 male and 8 female), age (22 to 65), 
employment (employed and unemployed), who were mostly go shopping for their 
household to explore shopping motivations, retail format attributes, demographics 
and retail format choice.  
Information sheet was next provided to the respondents who were then asked if they 
agreed to be interviewed. If the respondents agreed to participate, the interviews 
were conducted at the place and time the respondents wanted. All the places were 
where the respondents were approached in the first time. 
In the in-depth interview, interviewees were asked the reasons why they went 
shopping in general and why they went shopping in supermarkets and traditional 
markets for each kind of products: non-food products and processed-food products. 
The interviewees were asked about their benefits and feelings when they went 
shopping at supermarkets and traditional markets; which retail attributes impacted 
their shopping choice between supermarkets and traditional markets; and how 
demographic factors might affect consumer choice of retail format (see Appendix 1). 
The interviewees also were asked about the items measuring utilitarian and hedonic 
motivation constructs, and the retail attributes found in previous studies. All the 
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interviews were tape recorded in Vietnamese and lasted between 30 minutes to 45 
minutes for each interview.  Then, the tape recorded was transcribed in Vietnamese 
and translated to English. Afterwards, in-depth interview transcripts were sorted into 
groups of shopping motivations, demographics, retail format attributes and shopping 
products.  
The findings of the qualitative study provided items which were added to scale 
measurement of shopping motivation constructs. The qualitative study also identified 
retail attributes and demographics which impacted the retail format choice. The 
qualitative findings were explained in following section. 
3.4 QUALITATIVE FINDINGS 
 As a result, there are two main types of shopping motivations as previous literature 
suggested, the first type is product-related or task related or utilitarian (Batra and 
Ahtola, 1991, Babin et al., 1994, Trang et al., 2007, Dawson et al., 1990), and the 
second type is shopping to seek happiness, fantasy, awakening, sensuality and 
enjoyment or hedonic (To et al., 2007, Demangeot and Broderick, 2007, Jin and 
Kim, 2003, Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). In addition, in the second type, there are six 
shopping motivations which are similar to the findings of (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003). Moreover, the link between shopping motivations and retail format choice 
were explored as discussed in section 3.4.1  
For demographics, two demographics which were explored to have relationship with 
retail format choice were age and income as discussed in section 3.4.2. For retail 
format attributes, the qualitative study explored 26 retail format attributes which 
have relationship with retail format choice as discussed in section 3.4.3. For 
shopping products, the qualitative study explored two main types of products which 
consumers mostly buy when going shopping. The first is processed-food products 
and the second is non-food products as discussed in section 3.4.4.  
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3.4.1 Shopping motivations 
The qualitative study explored seven shopping reasons which are explained as 
follows.  
Firstly, Shoppers go shopping because they want to buy the products which they 
need or see the products which they are considering to buy. In addition, when 
shoppers go shopping to buy the products they need, the important factors affecting 
shoppers’ shopping motivations was convenience, time and costs. For shoppers who 
only want to buy the products they need, they usually want to go shopping with less 
time, less costs or to look for good price for the product they need. The shopping 
motivation is similar to utilitarian motivation of (Jin and Kim, 2003, Dawson et al., 
1990). For those shoppers, they usually go shopping at traditional markets because 
traditional markets have more spatial convenient location (than supermarkets have) 
so that shoppers could save costs (travel costs) and time (buying quickly). Shoppers 
also think that traditional markets could offer them better prices than supermarkets 
because supermarkets are well equipped with modern equipment such as lighting, air 
conditioners, or have good decorations and better parking place facilities, and as a 
result supermarkets will have more costs. Their prices could therefore be higher than 
traditional markets. 
Secondly, some shoppers said that they go shopping because shopping makes them 
feel fun and happy. They could go around seeing products without buying intention. 
They want to explore shopping place or products, fashion. The shopping motivations 
is similar to adventure shopping of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). For those shoppers, 
they usually shop at supermarkets because they could more freely explore the 
shopping place and products without the presence of salespeople as in traditional 
markets. In traditional markets, shoppers have to ask salespeople the products they 
need and then salespeople will give shoppers the products which shoppers need. If 
shoppers don’t like the products, shoppers have to ask salespeople to change another 
product. In some cases, if shoppers do not buy the products after asking salespeople 
several times to change products, salespeople could be unhappy and could behave 
badly.  Therefore, the presence of salespeople in traditional markets could result in 
shoppers having less freedom to explore shopping place and products. In addition, 
the prices in traditional markets are not usually fixed and shoppers usually bargain 
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with salespeople. The prices of products in supermarkets are however always fixed 
so that shoppers could explore products and compare prices more easily and more 
comfortable. Moreover, in supermarkets, merchandise display is more attractive, 
product mix is broader and deeper and as a result, shoppers could enjoy explore more 
when compared to traditional markets. 
Thirdly, some shoppers said that shopping could help them to forget their problems 
and feelings of unhappiness. When they go shopping, they could enjoy the shopping 
environment, merchandise displays or try new products. They considered shopping 
as a recreational activity to help them feel better. This shopping motivation is similar 
to gratification gained from shopping (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). For those 
shoppers, they usually shop at supermarkets rather than traditional markets because 
supermarkets have better shopping environments, merchandise displays and shoppers 
could try products more freely than in traditional markets. 
Fourthly, another reason for shopping is that shoppers go shopping to buy necessary 
things for their friends, parents, and children - and shoppers are happy about that. 
This includes shopping for birthday presents, clothing, toys, cakes, candy, and foods. 
This shopping motivation is similar to role shopping of (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003). For those shoppers, they usually shop at supermarkets rather than traditional 
markets because supermarkets have more products, better product quality, better 
merchandise display so that shoppers could easily choose the right and good product 
for their family and friends.  
Fifthly, some shoppers said that shoppers go shopping to look for the opportunity to 
buy products at a reduced price or look for sales promotion. These shoppers usually 
do not have any intentions to buy the products in advance. Instead, they shop around 
seeking out price reduction items or sales promotion. They then end up buying the 
products even though they may not need the products. They buy the products to use 
later or to give to their friends, parents, and children. This kind of shopping 
motivation is similar to value shopping (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). For these 
shoppers, they usually shop at supermarkets rather than traditional markets because 
supermarkets have more sale promotions and products at reduced prices compared 
with traditional markets. 
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Sixthly, some shoppers said that shopping is a chance to talk, discuss and share with 
their friends and family. They could not only buy the products they need but also 
they could talk, discuss and share information with each other at the shopping places. 
This shopping motivation is similar to social shopping (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). 
For those shoppers, they usually shop at supermarkets rather than traditional markets 
because supermarkets have better atmosphere, cleaner, better and more entertainment 
services, more and better eating services compared with traditional markets. As a 
result these shoppers usually go shopping with their children, friends, and family 
members shopping at the supermarkets rather than traditional markets. 
Seventhly, some shoppers said that they usually go shopping to see if there are new 
products or new fashion items. They can try the products at the shopping places (for 
example: clothing, foods) or see if there is any innovation. This shopping motivation 
is similar to ideal shopping (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). For those shoppers, they 
usually shop at supermarkets rather than traditional markets because supermarkets 
have better merchandise display and more plentiful products as well as more new 
products than traditional markets. In traditional markets, there are many small sellers 
and each seller has limit place to display their products. Not all of their products are 
displayed. When shoppers ask salespeople if they have new products, salespeople 
will introduce the products to shoppers. It is less comfortable and convenient for 
shoppers to look for new products or new fashion. In addition, sellers in traditional 
markets usually sell popular items/wanted products rather than new products as in 
supermarkets. 
3.4.2 Demographics 
When respondents were asked if demographic factors such as age, gender, 
employment, marriage status, education, and their average household income 
monthly would affect the choice of supermarkets or traditional markets to shop at, all 
respondents said that only age and average household income monthly could have an 
impact on retail format choice.  
Through their shopping experience, respondents thought that households having a 
higher average monthly household income could shop at supermarkets rather than 
traditional markets because the price and quality of the products in supermarkets are 
 51 
 
higher when compared with traditional markets.  Households having higher average 
household income monthly are also likely to be able to afford high product price and 
wishes to buy high product quality. Respondents also thought that older shoppers are 
more likely to shop at traditional markets and younger shoppers are more likely to 
shop at supermarkets markets. This is because younger shoppers could prefer modern 
retail format with better atmosphere, entertainment services, and older shoppers 
could be familiar with traditional markets rather than supermarkets. For other 
demographic factors such as gender, employment, marriage status and education, 
respondents did not think they would have any impact on retail format choice. 
3.4.3 Retail format attributes 
The qualitative study explored 4 retail attributes of traditional markets and 22 retail 
attributes of supermarkets. Researcher also proposed 5 retail attributes of 
supermarkets. The number of retail attributes of supermarket is more than the 
number of retail attributes of traditional market since supermarket has a modern 
retail format when compared with traditional market (old retail format). In addition, 
to compete with traditional market, supermarket have to improved many retail 
attributes. Traditional markets on the other hand have not changed for many years, 
and still keep the traditional way to sell products. Therefore, supermarkets have more 
attributes when compared with traditional market.  
The summary of retail format attributes is presented in Table 3.1. In the table, the 
column labelled “Identified in previous studies” indicated the retail format attributes 
found in the qualitative study are similar to the retail attributes found in previous 
studies. 
Table 3.1: Summary of retail format attributes  
No. Retail attributes of traditional 
markets 
Identified in 
previous studies 
Source 
1 Low price  Maruyama and 
Trung, 2007b 
Qualitative 
study 
2 Bargaining price 
3 Spatial convenient location (proximity 
to your house) 
Sinha and 
Banerjee, 2004 
4 Quick checkout (do not wait for long 
time to check out) Jin and Kim, 2003 
No. Retail attributes of supermarkets Identified in 
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previous studies 
1 Atmosphere (comfortable temperature, 
music, not noisy, lighting) 
Jason and 
Marguerite, 2006 
2 Cleanliness 
3 Courtesy of personnel 
4 Hours of operation (shopping time) 
5 Security (protection of shoppers against 
threats such as robbers, pickpockets..) 
6 Motorbike park space 
7 Presence of eating places (restaurants, 
foot court...) 
8 Ease of Product selection (see, compare 
and check goods) 
9 Ease of taking children to the shop 
10 Good brand names (Products) 
Jin and Kim, 2003 
11 Reasonable price (Products) 
12 Many payment methods (Cash or credit 
cards)  
13 Variety of products from many 
different manufacturers 
14 Merchandise display (attractive and 
tidy displays, ease of looking for goods)  Koo, 2003 
15 Quality 
Ugur, 2003 
16 Presence of entertainment services 
(video games…) 
17 Promotions (discounts, sales 
promotions…) 
18 Place to spend time 
19 Free goods transportation service for 
goods 
Qualitative study 20 Product safety (safety of products to your health) -(processed food study) 
21 Clear product origin (Products) 
22 Product design 
23 Fixed and displayed prices 
Newly developed 
24 Place to meet people 
25 New products 
26/27 Hygiene (processed food study) / 
Warranty (non-food study) 
3.4.4 Shopping products 
Qualitative study indicated two main types of products which consumers mostly buy 
when going shopping. The first is processed-food products and the second is non-
food products. The processed-food products include package food, canned food, 
frozen food, dry food, drinks, milk, etc. The non-food products include shoes, 
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clothing, furniture, household appliances, toiletries, electrical appliance, etc. All the 
products (non-food products and processed-food products) are available for shopping 
in both supermarkets and traditional markets. 
3.5 ITEM GENERATION 
From the findings of the qualitative study and literature review, the draft 
questionnaires were developed. The draft questionnaire of non-food products study 
was first developed in English, and back translated to Vietnamese by the researcher. 
To ensure that the Vietnamese version of the questionnaire had the same meaning as 
the English version, the Vietnamese version was translated back to English by a 
fluent English-Vietnamese translator. Next, the English-version questionnaire was 
compared with the original English-version questionnaire. The process was repeated 
for the draft questionnaire of processed food products study. 
Before conducting the survey, the questionnaires of the non-food products study and 
processed food products study were pretested with 20 consumers to determine the 
content validity and wording correction (see Appendix 2 and 3).  
3.6 VARIABLE EXPLANATION AND OPERATIONALISATION 
OF MEASURES 
3.6.1 The dependent variable 
In this current study, the dependent variable is the retail format choice which is the 
choice between supermarket and traditional market of households for shopping non-
food products (shoes, clothing, furniture, household appliances, toiletries, electrical 
appliance, etc.) or processed food products (package food, canned food, frozen food, 
dry food, drinks, milk, etc.). If a household shops mostly at supermarkets, the retail 
format choice is coded and assigned the value of 0 and if a household mostly shops 
at traditional markets, the retail format choice is coded and assigned the value of 1. 
3.6.2 The independent variables 
There are three groups of independent variables in the logistic regression model in 
this study. They are shopping motivations, retail format attributes and demographic 
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variables. Among the independent variables, shopping motivation variables are 
constructs or multidimensional variables which are measured by many items. The 
measurement of the multidimensional variables and other variables are explained as 
follows. 
3.6.2.1 Shopping motivation variables 
3.6.2.1.1 Hedonic motivation 
Hedonic motivation is proposed as a second-order construct which comprises of six 
components: adventure shopping, gratification shopping, role shopping, value 
shopping, social shopping and ideal shopping (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). Because 
the measurement of shopping motivations of Arnold and Reynolds (2003) was 
developed and tested in a developed country (the United States) with a different 
culture and pace of economic development that is different from Vietnam - a 
developing country, it may therefore not be really suitable for measuring shopping 
motivation constructs in Vietnam, As a result, a qualitative study (in-depth 
interviews) was conducted to modify and add items to the scale measurement of 
Arnold and Reynolds (2003). 
3.6.2.1.1.1 Adventure shopping 
Adventure shopping refers to “shopping for stimulation, adventure and the feeling of 
being in another world” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003).  
This study adapted the measurement of adventure shopping of Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003) together with the new items. The items adapted from (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003) were Adv_1, Adv_2 and Adv_4. Adv_3 item was acquired from in-depth 
interviews (qualitative study). Many interviewees agreed that shopping was fun and 
made them feel happy so that they liked to go shopping. Adv_5 and Adv_6 were 
developed by the researcher based on Adv_3. The item was checked for 
representation of the adventure shopping domain based on the definition of adventure 
shopping domain of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). 
The adventure shopping scale comprises of six items. All the items were measured 
by seven point Likert-Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Because the 
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items of adventure shopping were adapted from Arnold and Reynolds (2003) and 
Arnold and Reynolds (2003) used seven point Likert-Scale to measure adventure 
shopping, the original scale (seven point Likert-Scale) was kept to measure 
adventure shopping. 
Table 3.2: Measures of adventure shopping 
No. Adventure shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 To me, shopping is an adventure Adv_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I find shopping stimulating Adv_2 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
3 Shopping makes me feel fun, happy Adv_3 Qualitative study 
4 Shopping makes me feel I am in my own 
universe 
Adv_4 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
5 I like shopping because I find shopping fun 
and interesting 
Adv_5 Newly developed 
6 I go shopping because shopping is my hobby Adv_6 Newly developed 
3.6.2.2 Gratification shopping 
Gratification shopping refers to “shopping for stress relief, shopping to alleviate a 
negative mood, and shopping as a special treat to oneself” (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003).  
This study adapted the measurement of gratification shopping of Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) and (Dawson et al., 1990) together with the new items. The items 
adapted from (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003) were Gra_1, Gra_2 and Gra_3. The items 
adapted from (Dawson et al., 1990) were Gra_4, Gra_5 and Gra_9. Gra_7 was 
acquired from in-depth interviews (qualitative study). Many interviewees said that 
when they had problems (unhappy), they usually go shopping because they thought 
that shopping was a recreational activity which helped them to forget the problems. 
Gra_6 was developed by the researcher based on Gra_7. Gra_8 was developed by the 
researcher. The item was checked for the representation of the gratification shopping 
domain based on the definition of gratification shopping domain of (Arnold and 
Reynolds, 2003). 
The scale comprises nine items. All the items were measured by seven point Likert-
Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Because the items of gratification 
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shopping were adapted from Arnold and Reynolds (2003) and Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003) used seven point Likert-Scale to measure gratification shopping, the original 
scale (seven point Likert-Scale) was kept to measure gratification shopping. 
Table 3.3: Measures of gratification shopping 
No. Gratification shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 When I am in down mood, I go shopping to 
make me feel better 
Gra_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I find shopping is a way to relieve stress Gra_2 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
3 I go shopping when I want to treat myself to 
something special 
Gra_3 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
4 I go shopping because I want to see and hear 
entertainment 
Gra_4 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
5 I go shopping because I want to experience 
interesting sights, sounds and smells 
Gra_5 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
6 To me, shopping is a recreational activity  Gra_6 Newly 
developed 
7 To me, shopping is a recreational activity 
which help me forget my problems (unhappy) 
Gra_7 Qualitative 
study 
8 Shopping is pleasurable even if you do not buy 
anything 
Gra_8 Newly 
developed 
9 I like shopping because I want to get out of 
house, have fun in new environment 
Gra_9 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
3.6.2.2.1.1 Role shopping 
Role shopping refers to “the enjoyment that shoppers derive from shopping for 
others” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003).  
This study adapted the measurement of role shopping of Arnold and Reynolds (2003) 
together with the new items. The items adapted from (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003) 
were Rol_1, Rol_3 and Role_4. Rol_2 was acquired from the in-depth interview and 
similar to an item in draft scale of role shopping of Arnold and Reynolds (2003) (“I 
feel good when I buy things for the special people in my life”), but the item (Rol_2) 
was acquired from Vietnamese context and more representative to the role shopping 
domain. As Vietnamese culture, Vietnamese consumers usually buy essential things 
for their special people (such as friends, parents, children) when shopping and they 
feel happy about that. This item was agreed by all the interviewees in the in-depth 
interview and it (Rol_2) represented the role shopping domain. Rol_5 was developed 
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by the researcher based on Rol_3 and Rol_4. The items were checked for the 
representation of the role shopping domain based on the definition of role shopping 
domain of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). 
The scale comprises five items. All the items were measured by seven point Likert-
Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Because the items of role shopping 
were adapted from Arnold and Reynolds (2003) and Arnold and Reynolds (2003) 
used seven point Likert-Scale to measure role shopping, the original scale (seven 
point Likert-Scale) was kept to measure role shopping. 
Table 3.4: Measures of role shopping 
No. Role shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 I like shopping for others because when they 
feel good I feel good 
Rol_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I feel happy when I buy necessary things for 
my special people (friends, parents, 
children…) 
Rol_2 Qualitative study 
3 I enjoy shopping for my friends and family Rol_3 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
4 I enjoy shopping around to find the perfect gift 
for someone 
Rol_4 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
5 I enjoy shopping around to find things which 
my family and friends may need 
Rol_5 Newly developed 
3.6.2.2.1.2 Value shopping 
Value shopping refers to “shopping for sales, looking for discounts and hunting for 
bargains” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). 
This study adapted the measurement of value shopping of Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003) together with the new items. The items adapted from (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003) were Val_1, Val_2 and Val_3. Val_4 was adapted from draft scale of Arnold 
and Reynolds (2003). Val_5 was acquired from the in-depth interviews (qualitative 
study). In the qualitative study, many interviewees said that they usually went 
shopping just to look for a chance to buy price-reduced products or sales promotion 
even if they did not need the products at the time. The items were checked for the 
representation for the value shopping domain based on the definition of value 
shopping domain of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). 
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The scale comprises five items. All the items were measured by seven point Likert-
Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Because the items of value 
shopping were adapted from Arnold and Reynolds (2003) and Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003) used seven point Likert-Scale to measure value shopping, the original scale 
(seven point Likert-Scale) was kept to measure value shopping. 
Table 3.5: Measures of value shopping 
No. Value shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 For the most part, I go shopping when there 
are sales 
Val_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I enjoy looking for discounts when I shop Val_2 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
3 I enjoy hunting for bargains when I shop Val_3 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
4 I go shopping to take advantage of sales Val_4 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
5 I go shopping to look for a chance to buy 
price-reduced products, sales promotion. 
Val_5 Qualitative study 
3.6.2.2.1.3 Social shopping 
Social shopping refers to “the enjoyment of shopping with friends and family, 
socializing while shopping and bonding with others while shopping” (Arnold and 
Reynolds, 2003).  
This study adapted the measurement of social shopping of Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003), (Dawson et al., 1990) together with the new items. The items adapted from 
(Arnold and Reynolds, 2003) were Soc_1, Soc_4 and Soc_6. Soc_2 was developed 
by the researcher based on Soc_1. Soc_3 was acquired from in-depth interviews 
(qualitative study). In the qualitative study, many consumers said that they liked to 
go shopping with their friends and family because they thought that was a chance for 
them to talk to, discuss and share with their friends and family. This item was similar 
to an item in draft scale of Arnold and Reynolds (2003) (“To me, shopping with 
friends or family is a social occasion”. Soc_5 was developed by the researcher. 
Soc_7 and Soc_8 were adapted from (Dawson et al., 1990). The items were checked 
for the representation of the social shopping domain based on the definition of social 
shopping domain of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). 
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The scale comprises eight items. All the items were measured by seven point Likert-
Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 strongly agree). Because the items of social shopping 
were adapted from Arnold and Reynolds (2003) and Arnold and Reynolds (2003) 
used seven point Likert-Scale to measure social shopping, the original scale (seven 
point Likert-Scale) was kept to measure social shopping. 
Table 3.6: Measures of social shopping 
No. Social shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 I go shopping with my friends or family to 
socialize 
Soc_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I enjoy socializing with my friends or family 
when I shop 
Soc_2 Newly developed 
3 To me, shopping with my friends and family 
is a chance to talk, discuss and share with 
them 
Soc_3 Qualitative study 
4 I enjoy socializing with others when I shop Soc_4 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
5 I enjoy socializing with sales personnel when I 
shop 
Soc_5 Newly developed 
6 Shopping with others is a bonding  experience Soc_6 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
7 I go shopping because I want to enjoy crowds Soc_7 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
8 I go shopping because I want to watch other 
people 
Soc_8 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
3.6.2.2.1.4 Ideal shopping 
Ideal shopping refers to “shopping to keep up with trend and new fashions, and to 
see new products and innovations” (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003).  
This study adapted the measurement of ideal shopping of Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003) together with the new items. The items adapted from (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003) were Ideal_1, Ideal _2 and Ideal _3. Ideal _4 was adapted from draft scale of 
Arnold and Reynolds (2003). Ideal _5 and Ideal_6 were developed by the researcher 
based on Ideal_4. The items were checked for the representation for the value 
shopping domain based on the definition of ideal shopping domain of (Arnold and 
Reynolds, 2003). 
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The scale comprises six items. All the items were measured by seven point Likert-
Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Because the items of ideal shopping 
were adapted from Arnold and Reynolds (2003) and Arnold and Reynolds (2003) 
used seven point Likert-Scale to measure ideal shopping, the original scale (seven 
point Likert-Scale) was kept to measure ideal shopping. 
Table 3.7: Measures of ideal shopping 
No. Idea shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 I go shopping to keep up with the trends Ideal_1 Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003) 
2 I go shopping to keep up with the new 
fashions 
Ideal_2 Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003) 
3 I go shopping to see what new products 
are available 
Ideal_3 Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003) 
4 I go shopping to experience new things Ideal_4 Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003) 
5 I go shopping to see new product 
designs 
Ideal_5 Newly developed 
6 I go shopping to see new brand names 
(product) 
Ideal_6 Newly developed 
3.6.2.2.2 Utilitarian motivation 
Utilitarian motivation refers to the motivations which relate to tasks or products 
(Babin et al., 1994). The scale measurement of utilitarian motivation for this study 
was adapted from previous studies (Dawson et al., 1990, Jin and Kim, 2003). 
The items adapted from (Jin and Kim, 2003) were U_2 and U_3. The item adapted 
from (Dawson et al., 1990) was U_8. Items U_1, U_7 and U_10 were developed by 
the researcher based on U_8. U_4, U_5 and U_6 were developed by the researcher 
based on literature (Tauber, 1972, Stone, 1954, Bellenger et al., 1977). U_9 was 
developed by the researcher based on U_2. The items were checked for the 
representation of the Utilitarian motivation domain based on the definition of 
Utilitarian motivation domain of (Dawson et al., 1990, Jin and Kim, 2003). 
The scale comprises ten items. All the items were measured by seven point Likert-
Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 =strongly agree). Because the items of utilitarian 
motivation were adapted from (Jin and Kim, 2003) and Jin and Kim (2003) used 
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seven point Likert-Scale to measure utilitarian motivation, the original scale (seven 
point Likert-Scale) was kept to measure utilitarian motivation. 
Table 3.8: Measures of utilitarian motivation 
No. Utilitarian motivation items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 I go shopping because I want to find products 
which have reasonable price. 
U_1 Newly 
developed 
2 I go shopping because I want to find product 
assortments that I need. 
U_2 Jin and Kim 
(2003) 
3 I go shopping because I want to take a look at the 
products being considered to purchase. 
U_3 Jin and Kim 
(2003) 
4 I go shopping because retail format is convenient 
for me to buy products I need. 
U_4 Newly 
developed 
5 I go shopping because I want to buy products I 
need with less time (quickly). 
U_5 Newly 
developed 
6 I go shopping because I want to buy products I 
need with less costs (travel costs…). 
U_6 Newly 
developed 
7 I go shopping because I want to find reasonable 
price for products I need. 
U_7 Newly 
developed 
8 I go shopping because I want to find good price 
for the products I need. 
U_8 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
9 I go shopping because I only want to buy 
products I really need. 
U_9 Newly 
developed 
10 I go shopping because I want to find low price for 
products I need. 
U_10 Newly 
developed 
3.6.2.2.3 Retail attribute variables 
The retail attribute variables in this study were derived from the qualitative study and 
developed by the researchers. The total items were 31, which included 26 items 
acquired from the qualitative study and 05 items developed by the researcher. All the 
items were described in the table 3.1. 
In this study, all the retail attribute variables were measured by five point Likert-
Scale (1 = not important, 5 very important). Because most of the items measuring 
retail format attributes were adapted from Maruyama and Trung (2007b) and Jason 
and Marguerite (2006), and Maruyama and Trung (2007b) and Jason and Marguerite 
used five point Likert-Scale to measure retail format attributes, the original scale 
(five point Likert-Scale) was kept to measure retail format attributes. In addition, the 
use of different scales in the survey questionnaire (7-point scale for measuring 
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shopping motivations and 5-point scale for measuring retail format attributes) were 
an attempt to reduce the consistency motif problem. Consistency motif problem 
refers to that “respondents apparently have an urge to maintain a consistent line in a 
series of answers, or at least what they regard as a consistent line” (Podsakoff and 
Organ, 1986, p.534). By using the different scales which could be classified as a 
separation measurement (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986), the consistency motif problem 
could be reduced when the respondents answer the questionnaires. 
3.6.2.2.4 Demographics variables 
Two demographic variables are examined in this study, which are age and average 
monthly households’ income, and presented as dummy variables. The age variable is 
measured as: less than 30 =1, 30 to less than 40=2, 40 to less than 50=3, 50 and more 
than 50= 4. Average monthly households income in Vietnamese dong (VND) is 
measured as: Less than 2 mil. (approximately USD 95),  =1, 2 to less than 6 mil. 
(approximately USD 95-285),  =2, 6 to less than10 mil. (approximately USD 285-
476)  =3, 10 and more than 10 mil (approximately over USD 476). =4. 
3.7 PROPOSED LOGISTIC MODEL 
The proposed logistic regression model for this current study is described as follow. 
F(x) = Logiti = b0 + b1*Hedonic motivation + b2*Utilitarian motivation + b2+n*retail 
format attributes + b2+n+1*Age + b2+n+2*Average income. 
In this function, n is the number of grouped retail format attributes since the retail 
format attributes in this current study will be reduced to a small set of retail format 
attributes by exploratory factor analysis and assessed by confirmatory factor analysis. 
F(x) has value of 1 when a household shop mainly for non-food products or 
processed-food products in a traditional market and F(x) have value of 0 when a 
household shopping mainly for non-food products or processed-food products in a 
supermarket. 
The proposed logistic regression model was conducted for both the studies 
separately, the study of non-food products and for processed food products. 
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In addition, since hedonic motivation, utilitarian motivation and grouped retail 
format attributes are constructs measured by many items, summated scale of hedonic 
motivation, utilitarian motivation constructs and grouped retail format attributes will 
be calculated before conducting the logistic regression model. 
3.8 QUANTITATIVE STUDY 
3.8.1 Sample design 
3.8.1.1 Product selection 
Two main types of products were selected for this study. The first is processed-food 
products and the second is non-food products. They are the products which 
consumers mostly buy when going shopping. The processed-food products include 
package food, canned food, frozen food, dry food, drinks, milk, etc. The non-food 
products include shoes, clothing, furniture, household appliances, toiletries, electrical 
appliance, etc. The two types of products were adapted from the study of Maruyama 
and Trung (2007b) complemented by the findings from the qualitative study. All the 
products (non-food products and processed-food products) are available for shopping 
in both supermarkets and traditional markets. 
3.8.1.2 Sampling 
Firstly, the population and sampling element of this study need to be identified. The 
population is the specific pool of cases that researcher wants to study and the 
sampling element is the unit of analysis in a population (Neuman, 2006). This study 
focuses on the shopping choice between Vietnamese supermarkets and traditional 
markets of households to test the hypotheses. Consequently, the population of this 
current study is Vietnamese households and the sampling element is the person who 
is most often responsible for shopping for his or her household for non-food products 
and processed-food products in Hochiminh city, the largest city in Vietnam. 
There are two major types of sampling methods, probability sampling and non-
probability sampling (Neuman, 2006). Probability sampling is more desirable than 
non- probability sampling in quantitative study (Creswell, 2009). However, 
probability sampling was not used in this study. The main reason was that the 
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sampling frame of households in Hochiminh city was unavailable. The sampling 
frame is “a specific list which closely approximates all the elements in the 
population” (Neuman, 2006). For example: in developed countries, telephone 
directory can be seen a good sampling frame for doing research because the rate of 
households using fixed phone in developed countries is very high and the telephone 
directory is available for use. In case of Vietnam, a developing country, the rate of 
households using fixed phone in Hochiminh in 2010 is not high (only 65%) (Cuong, 
2011), and the telephone directory of households in Hochiminh city is not available 
for use for many years. The other sampling frames such as tax records and driving 
license were also unavailable. Because of the unavailability of the sampling frame, 
probability sampling was not used for this study, and non-probability sampling was 
used instead. 
In this current study, quota sampling (non-probability sampling) was used based on 
geography. Respondents were selected in 24 areas of Hochiminh city, which include 
19 urban districts and 5 suburban districts in order to make the sample 
geographically representative. Since the statistics of households of each district was 
not available for use, the number of respondents selected is proportional to the 
population of each district, according to the statistics of 2010 (Statistical Office in 
Hochiminh city, 2011), as an attempt to improve geographical representative (see 
Appendix 5). 
3.8.1.3 Sample size 
This current study employed logistic regression model which uses maximum 
likelihood (MLE). Because maximum likelihood needs larger samples, logistic 
regression needs to have larger sample size than multiple regression which uses 
ordinary least squares (OLS) (Hair et al., 2009). However, how large the sample size 
should be, is still an issue which has not been resolved (Hair et al., 2009). Despite 
that, Hosmer and Lemoshow (2013, p.408) suggested that the performance of the 
logistic regression model “may be determined more by the number of events rather 
than the total sample size” and  recommend a rule of ten as a guideline for 
identifying sample size. This rule of ten suggested that each parameter should have at 
least 10 events. In addition, Hair (2009) recommended that the sample size of each 
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group in logistic regression  should have more than 10 observations per estimated 
parameter. 
3.8.2 Survey method 
There are many survey methods including mail and self-administered questionnaires, 
telephone interviews, face-to-face interview and web survey (Neuman, 2006). 
Mail and self-administered questionnaires were not used for this study. Although 
these methods are the cheapest among the survey methods, its low response rate 
poses a problem. In addition, researcher cannot assure that the person who answers 
the questionnaire is the researcher’s wanted respondent (Neuman, 2006).  
Telephone interviews was not used for this study although it is a flexible method 
because the rate of using fixed phone in Hochiminh city is not high, with just 65% in 
2010 (Cuong, 2011). The telephone directory is also unavailable. Similarly, because 
the rate of households who have internet-connected computer is very low at 33 % 
(Cuong, 2011), Web surveys were not used in gathering data for this study. 
Face to face interview was selected to collect data for this study because of the 
following reasons. It has the highest response rate and allows for in-depth discussion 
when compared with other survey methods. In addition, researcher can assure that 
the respondent is the right person for the interview, an important consideration for 
this study. Specifically, in this study, the target respondent should be the person who 
is most often responsible for shopping for his or her household. Therefore, among the 
survey methods, face to face interview was deemed the most suitable to gather data 
for this study. 
The face-to-face interviews for this current study were conducted in steps. 
Firstly, respondents in each district were approached in public places such as parks 
and streets of 24 districts to minimize risks for the researcher and respondents in 
compliance with the safety requirements of the Ethics Committee of Western Sydney 
University. Then, the respondents were given an information sheet explaining the 
nature and objectives of the research, and asked if they could participate in the 
interview. They were then asked if they are most often responsible for shopping 
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processed food products or non-food products for their household. If they are the 
main shopper for their households and agreed to participate in the survey, they will 
be asked a convenient time and place for conducting the survey. The interviewed 
places were public places such as parks and streets of 24 districts. All the places were 
where interviewees were approached in the first time. There was not any interview 
conducted at respondents’ house. The interviews were conducted only by the 
researcher. The time for each face-to-face interview was about 20-30 minutes. 
The interviews for non-food items were conducted from December 2012 to January, 
2013, while the interviews for processed foods were conducted from February, 2013 
to April, 2013 in Hochiminh city. 
3.8.3 Data analysis techniques 
3.8.3.1 Descriptive statistics 
After the data were collected, descriptive statistics was used firstly to describe the 
sample respondents.   
3.8.3.2 Item analysis 
3.8.3.2.1 Shopping motivations 
In this current study, many items measuring shopping motivation constructs were 
developed from in-depth interviews and developed by the researchers as well as 
acquired from previous studies. There could be many items described as “garbage 
items” which could produce more dimensions in exploratory factor analysis than 
theory suggested (Churchill Jr, 1979). Based on the paradigm for scale development 
of Churchill (1979), each constructs of shopping motivation will be first assessed by 
Item-total correlations and Cronbach’s alpha, before undertaking an exploratory 
factor analysis (Churchill Jr, 1979, Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994) as preliminary 
analyses. The assessment will use the combined sample (non-food products study 
and processed-food products study samples) because shopping motivation concept is 
generalized. Secondly, after all the constructs of shopping motivation were assessed 
separately, all the constructs will be subjected to one exploratory factor analysis to 
inspect the dimensions underlying the items. Thirdly, confirmatory factor analysis 
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was used to assess the measurement model resulted from exploratory factor analysis 
for each sample, sample of study of non-food products and sample of study of 
processed-food products. The summary of shopping motivation items were presented 
in Appendix 4. 
3.8.3.2.2 Retail format attributes 
In this current study, there were 31 retail format attributes acquired from in-depth 
interviews and developed by the researcher. Two questionnaires were developed for 
this current study, one for non-food products study and one for processed-food 
products study. In each questionnaire, there were 30 retail format attributes used, in 
which 29 retail format attributes are the same in both the questionnaires except that 
the questionnaire of non-food products study has “warranty” item which the 
questionnaire of processed-food products study do not have; and the questionnaire of 
processed-food products study has “hygiene” item which the questionnaire of non-
food products study do not have. 
Since “warranty” item and “hygiene” item was not really important and developed 
by the researcher, the “warranty” item was removed from non-food products study 
and “hygiene” was removed from processed-food products study in order to make 
the items identical in both the studies. The same remaining 29 retail format attributes 
were used for both the studies (non-food products study and processed-food products 
study). 
In assessing the validity of retail format attributes constructs, firstly, exploratory 
factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha were used with a sample combined by sample 
of study of non-food products and sample of study of processed-food products as 
preliminary analyses. The reason why a combined sample was used was because the 
concept of retail format attributes is generalized (Lindquist, 1974). Then 
confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess the measurement model of retail 
format attributes constructs for the combined sample. 
3.8.3.2.3 Item-total correlation and Cronbach’s alpha 
Based on the paradigm for scale development of Churchill (1979) which was 
improved by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) and Gerbing and Anderson (1988), the 
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items which have corrected item-total correlation lower than 0.30 will be deleted 
(Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). In addition, reliability tests were done to assess the 
reliability of the instrument by using Cronbach’s alpha (Churchill Jr, 1979). 
Cronbach’s alpha is the most widely used measure to examine the internal 
consistency of the scale (Hair et al., 2009). The acceptable value of Cronbach’s alpha 
should be higher than 0.60 (Hair et al., 2009). 
3.8.3.2.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 
For the motivation scale, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted to 
identify the dimensions of the multi-dimensional variables (Churchill Jr, 1979, Hair 
et al., 2009). Common factor analysis (principal axis factoring) was used as the 
method for extracting factor in EFA for shopping motivation constructs in this study 
because “the primary objective is to identify the latent dimensions represented in the 
original variables” and it is “best in well-specified theoretical implication” (Hair, 
2006, p.122). Moreover, oblique rotation (such as promax) was used because “it 
more accurately reflects the underlying structure of the data than that provided by the 
orthogonal rotation” (such as varimax) (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988). 
For retail format attributes, component analysis model (Principal component analysis 
extract method and Varimax rotation) was used to reduce the retail format attributes 
to a small set of retail format attributes. The  component analysis model was used 
because it is “the most appropriate when data reduction is paramount” (Hair, 2006, 
p.122). 
In exploratory factor analysis, there are some criteria for the number of factors to 
extract. They are latent root criterion, priori criterion, percentage of variance criterion 
and scree test criterion (Hair et al., 2009). 
For shopping motivation constructs, latent root criterion was used to confirm the 
dimensions of the constructs identified in literature. For retail format attributes, scree 
test criterion was used to identify the optimum number of factors of retail format 
attributes (Hair et al., 2009). In addition, acceptable variance extracted was from 
50% and higher (Beavers et al., 2013).The items which had low factor loading 
(<0.4), high cross-loadings (>0.40) or communalities (<0.30) were deleted (Hair et 
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al., 2009) and Cronbach’s alpha was calculated again for the scale which had items 
deleted. Before deleting items, content validity of the items is also assessed (Hair et 
al., 2009).. 
3.8.3.2.5 Confirmation Factor Analysis (CFA) 
Confirmation Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to confirm the measurement model. 
CFA is a useful tool which is widely used to test how well the measured variables 
represent the constructs and if the theoretical measurement is valid (Hair et al., 
2009). The reason why confirmatory factor analysis was used is that it could test the 
theoretical structure of the measurement instrument such as the relationship between 
one construct with remaining constructs “without the bias that measurement error 
introduces” (Steenkamp and van Trijp, 1991, p.284). In addition, confirmatory factor 
analysis was also used to assess unidimensionality, convergent validity, discriminant 
validity and reliability of constructs in the measurement theory (Hair et al., 2009). 
The CFA results and construct validity tests will provide better understanding of the 
quality of the measures (Hair et al., 2009). 
To assess the model fit in CFA, the important indices which are used for this study 
are Chi-square statistic, CMIN/df, Comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker & Lewis 
index (TLI), Root mean square error approximation (RMSEA). The model fits if 
Chi-square test has p-value > 0.05. However, chi-square is influenced significantly 
by sample size. If a model has CFI and TLI falling in a range of 0.9 to 1.0 (Hair et 
al., 2009), RMSEA <0.1 (Hair et al., 2009), the model is saturated. In addition, 
confirmatory factor analysis was also used to assess unidimensionality, convergent 
validity, discriminant validity and reliability of constructs in the measurement theory 
(Hair et al., 2009). 
3.8.3.2.5.1 Unidimensionality 
Dimensionality means that the items (measured variables) are “strongly associated 
with each other and represent a single concept” (Hair, 2006, p.136). Dimensionality 
could be assessed with exploratory factor analysis or confirmatory factor analysis. In 
confirmatory factor analysis, the scale is unidimensional if there is no relationship 
between variables such as cross-loadings, within-construct error covariance and 
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between-construct error covariance (Hair et al., 2009). In addition, “the overall fit of 
the model provides the necessary and sufficient information to determine whether a 
set of items is unidimensional” (Steenkamp and van Trijp, 1991, p.287, Kumar and 
Dillon, 1987).  
3.8.3.2.5.2 Convergent validity 
Convergent validity of a scale could be achieved if the measured variables of each 
construct in the scale converge, and convergent validity could be assessed by 
analyzing factor loadings, variance extracted and reliability (Hair et al., 2009).  
Factor loadings, which is one indicator of convergent validity, need to be significant, 
and standardized loadings are required to be 0.50 or higher (Hair et al., 2009). 
Variance extracted of the scale, which also is an indicator of convergent validity, is 
calculated by the formula as: (Joreskog, 1971) 
 
In the formula of Variance extracted,  is the standardized loading and i is the 
number of measured variables or items. Variance extracted need to have the value of 
0.50 or higher to propose the convergence validity (Hair et al., 2009, Joreskog, 
1971). 
In CFA, reliability, which is another indicator of convergent validity, is calculated by 
the formula as: (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) 
 
In the formula of reliability,  is the standardized loading and i is the number of 
measured variables or items. Reliability should have the value of 0.60 or higher in 
order to suggest the internal consistency or convergent validity (Hair et al., 2009). 
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3.8.3.2.5.3 Discriminant validity 
Discriminant validity means that “a construct is truly distinct from other constructs” 
(Hair, 2006. p.778). To assess discriminant validity, correlation between two 
constructs will be calculated. If the correlation is significantly less than 1, 
discriminant validity exists (Bagozzi and Foxall, 1996). 
3.8.3.2.6 Summated scales 
After the measurement model was confirmed for both the studies; non-food products 
study and processed-food products study, the summated scales were calculated for 
constructs (hedonic motivation, utilitarian motivation and retail format attributes), 
which then were used for conducting logistic regression analysis. 
“Summated scale is a composite value for a set of variables” and summated scale 
could be calculated by taking the average or sum of the variables in the scale (Hair, 
2006, p.156). Before creating summated scale, the unidimensionality of the scale 
must be assessed by exploratory factor analysis or confirmatory factor analysis (Hair, 
2006). 
3.8.3.2.7 Common method variance 
According to Malhotra et al. (2006, p.1865), common method variance (CMV) 
indicates “the amount of spurious covariance shared among variables because of the 
common method used in collecting data” and they are problematic because it is 
difficult to distinguish the real incident in search from measurement artifacts.  
To examine common method variance, Harman's single-factor test is one of the most 
widely known approaches (Malhotra et al., 2006). In the test, all of the items in a 
study are submitted to exploratory factor analysis. Common method variance exists 
“if (1) a single factor emerges from unrotated factor solutions, or (2) a first factor 
explains the majority of the variance in the variables” (Podsakoff and Organ, cited in 
Malhotra et al., 2006, p.1867). However, Harman’s single-factor test still has some 
limitation such that the “Procedure does not statistically control for common method 
variance. There are no specific guidelines on how much variance the first factor 
should extract before it is considered a general factor. The likelihood of obtaining 
 72 
 
more than one factor increases as the number of variables examined increases, thus 
making the procedure less conservative as the number of variables increases” 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003, p.890). 
The  marker variable test which is a more superior  technique for testing CMV 
requires “a special variable that is deliberately prepared and incorporated into a study 
along with the research variables”  (Malhotra et al., 2006, p.1868).  
Some other techniques could be used to improve controlling common method biases 
such as methodological separation of measurement, protecting respondent 
anonymity, reducing evaluation apprehension and improving scale items (Podsakoff 
et al., 2003).  
For methodological separation of measurement, different response formats could be 
used for the likert scales in the survey questionnaire (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
According to Podsakoff et al (2003), this separation could reduce consistency motif 
problems.  Consistency motif  refers to the situation where “respondents apparently 
have an urge to maintain a consistent line in a series of answers, or at least what they 
regard as a consistent line” (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986, p.534). 
Protecting respondents’ anonymity refers to allowing respondents to answer 
anonymously (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Reducing evaluation apprehension refers to 
“assure respondents that there is no right or wrong answers and that they should 
answer questions as honestly as possible” (Podsakoff et al., 2003,p.888). Protecting 
respondent anonymity and reducing evaluation apprehension could make 
respondents  less likely to edit their responses to be more socially desirable, lenient, 
acquiescent, and consistent with how they think rather than how  the researcher 
wants them to respond” (Podsakoff et al., 2003,p.888).  
Improving scale items could “reduce method biases through the careful construction 
of the items” because “one of the most common problems in the comprehension 
stage of the response process is item ambiguity” (Podsakoff et al., 2003,p.888).  
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3.9 CHOICE OF MODEL 
3.9.1 Logistic regression 
Logistic regression, a special form of multiple regression, is a statistical technique 
used to predict the probability of event occurrence, which make logistic regression 
different from multiple regression. Although multiple regression is widely used, it 
could be unsuitable when the dependent variable is nonmetric or categorical. When 
the categorical dependence variable includes two groups or classifications (for 
example: buy or do not buy, choose or do not choose), logistic regression is the 
appropriate technique as it is robust, easy to interpret and diagnose (Hair et al., 
2009). Because the dependent variable in this current study is the choice between 
supermarkets and traditional markets - two groups, logistic regression was deemed 
the most suitable technique for this study. Logistic regression was used to examine 
the factors which affect the retail format choice in research (Goldman and Hino, 
2005, Goldman et al., 2002). 
Logistic regression can be used to examine the relationship between a single 
dependent variable (nonmetric or categorical) and one or more independent variables 
(metric or nonmetric). The general form of logistic regression is described as (Hair et 
al., 2009): 
Y1                        =   X1 + X2 + X3+ …+Xn 
(binary nonmetric)        (nonmetric and metric) 
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In logistic regression, the values of binary dependent variable are 1 and 0 which are 
coded for two groups or classifications. For example: 1 for “buy” and 0 for “do not 
buy” or vice versa. It does not matter which group is coded of 1 or 0. The predicted 
values of the probability of event occurrence must be in the range of 0 and 1. To 
describe the relationship between dependent variable and independent variables in 
logistic regression, logistic curve is used (Hair et al., 2009). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The predicted values will go up to the value of 1 when the value of independent 
variable goes up and vice versa, the predicted values will go down to the value of 0 
when the value of independent variable goes down. However, the predicted values 
will never be equal the value of 1 or 0. The linear regression models can not 
represent this relationship between single dependent variable and independent 
variables, and some predicted values of the linear regression models will fall outside 
the range of 0 and 1(Hair et al., 2009). 
Logistic regression invalidates assumptions of multiple regression. Firstly, the 
relationship between single dependent variable and independent variable does not 
need to be linear. Secondly, the error terms do not follow the normal distribution. 
Thirdly, the variance of the binary variable is inconstant, the distribution of the error 
terms is binominal, not normal (Hair et al., 2009).  
Because of the differences from multiple regression, the way to estimate the variate, 
to asses goodness of fit and to interpret the coefficients of logistic regression is 
different from multiple regression (Hair et al., 2009).  
Probability of Event 
(Dependent variable) 
Level of Independent variable 
0 
1 
Figure 3.3: Form of Logistic Relationship between Dependent variable and 
Independent variables 
Source: Hair et al. (2009) 
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Logistic regression requires a logistic transformation which assures the predicted 
values remain in the range of 0 and 1. Firstly, the probability is restated as odds – the 
probability of event occurrence, Probi ÷ (1 - Probi). By this transformation, 
probability value is stated in a metric variable which can be measured 
straightforwardly. The conversion of odds back to probability can be made and the 
probability will remain in a range of 0 and 1. When the probability is 0.50, the odd is 
1.0 and if the probability is lower than 0.50, the odd is higher than 1.0 (Hair et al., 
2009). Secondly, although odds help to remain the probability in a range between 0 
and 1, it creates a problem that the odds values can be negative. To solve the 
problem, logarithm of the odds is taken to calculate the logit value. When the odds 
are lower than 1.0, the logit values are negative and when the odds values are higher 
than 1.0, the logit values are positive(Hair et al., 2009).  
To estimate logistic coefficients, the maximum likelihood method is used, which 
differs from linear regression models using ordinary least squares. Logistic 
regression maximizes the likelihood that an event will occur (Hair et al., 2009). 
The formulations of logistic regression are (Hair et al., 2009) 
 
Or 
 
Where 
• X1…Xn = independent variables or explanatory variables 
• b0…bn = logistic regression coefficients  
3.9.2 Assessment of Goodness-of-fit 
To assess the overall fit of the logistic regression model, there are three approaches 
which are chi-square test, “pseudo”  measures and predictive accuracy (Hair et al., 
2009).  
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3.9.2.1 Chi-square test 
The chi-square test is a test for the difference between the -2LL value of the proposed 
model and the -2LL value of the null model. The proposed model is the model which 
has independent variables. The null model is the model which does not have any 
independent variable. If the difference is significant, the independent variables 
improve the model fit significantly (Hair et al., 2009). 
3.9.2.2 Pseudo  
“Pseudo”  measures have similar meaning as  measure in linear regression. 
“Pseudo”  values fall in a range of 0 to 1. The higher “pseudo”  measures have, 
the better logistic regression model fits. The calculation of “pseudo”  for logistic 
regression is following (Hair et al., 2009).  
=  
The logistic regression fit perfectly when  equals 0 or  equals 0. To 
measure model fit in logistic regression, two other measures can be compared with 
the “pseudo”  measures, namely the Cox and Snell , and Nagelkerke. The Cox 
and Snell  and Nagelkerke are also categorized as “pseudo”  and have values 
which fall in a range of 0 and 1. The limitation of The Cox and Snell is that it 
cannot reach the maximum value of 1. However, Nagelkerke can be used to 
overcome the limitation with the value of 0 and 1(Hair et al., 2009). 
3.9.2.3 Predictive accuracy 
To measure overall predictive accuracy, two popular approaches are used, i.e. 
classification matrix and chi-square-based measure (Hosmer and Lemeshow test).  
3.9.2.3.1.1 Classification matrix 
Classification matrix approach is used to evaluate the prediction of event occurrence 
and develop hit ratio – percentage correctly classified. To assess the hit ratio for 
unequal group sizes as this current study, maximum chance criterion and 
proportional chance criterion could be used (Hair et al., 2009).  
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Maximum chance criterion is based on group which has most subjects. For example, 
if there are two groups (60 and 40 for each group), the maximum chance criterion 
will be 60 percent (the largest group). The classification accuracy of the logistic 
regression model should be higher than the maximum chance criterion because if not, 
the logistic regression model does not improve the prediction accuracy. 
Proportional chance criterion, not based on group which has most subjects, is used to 
classify correctly subjects of groups (Hair et al., 2009). The formula for proportional 
chance criterion is presented as follows (Hair et al., 2009). 
 
Where 
 = Proportional chance criterion 
p = proportion of subjects in the first group 
1 – p = proportion of subjects in the second group 
For example, if there is two groups (60 and 40 for each group), proportional chance 
criterion ) = 0.62 + (1-0.4)2 = 0.52. If the classification accuracy of the logistic 
regression model is higher than 52 percent, the logistic regression model improves 
the prediction accuracy. 
In addition, Hair (2006, p.303) suggested that “ The classification accuracy should be 
at least one-fourth greater than that achieved by chance”.  For example, if the chance 
accuracy is 60 percent, the classification accuracy should be 75 percent (0.6 x 1.25 = 
75 %). 
3.9.2.3.1.2 Hosmer and Lemeshow test 
Hosmer and Lemeshow test divides cases into 10 groups. After dividing, the real 
values and the predicted values of event occurrence are compared together in each 
group with the chi-square statistic. Hosmer and Lemeshow test measures the overall 
predictive accuracy not only based on the likelihood value, but also on the 
comparison of observed events and predicted events (Hair et al., 2009). 
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3.9.3 Assessment of Logistic coefficients 
In logistic regression, a statistical test is used to examine if the logistic coefficient 
differs from 0 (it also means that odds will differs from 1.00 or probability will differ 
from 0.50).  The significance of every logistic coefficient is inspected by Wald’s 
statistic, which is similar to t-value in multiple regression. The statistical significance 
of logistic coefficient will be used to evaluate its effect on the estimated probability 
as well as the prediction of event occurrence (Hair et al., 2009).  
3.10 CONCLUSION 
In this chapter, research methodology used for this study was justified. The statistical 
methods for data analysis were explained, which comprises assessments of validity 
and reliability, and logistic regression modelling. The next chapter will present the 
results of the data analysis. 
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 
 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
The previous chapter justified and explained the research methodology comprising of 
logistic regression model, measures of the independent and the dependent variables 
and the research design of the quantitative studies (non-food products study and 
processed foods study). This chapter will present the results of the two quantitative 
studies. Firstly, descriptive statistics of the two samples which are sample of study of 
non-food products and sample of study of processed-food products were presented. 
Secondly, the reliability and validity of the construct measurement scale (hedonic 
motivation and utilitarian motivation) was assessed as explained in section 3.8.3.2. 
Thirdly, exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis was used to 
assess the measurement model of retail format attributes constructs as explained in 
section 3.8.3.2. Finally, the logistic regression model was run to test the hypotheses 
for both the non-food and processed-food products.  
The structure of chapter 4 is presented in Figure 4.1 
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Figure 4.1: Structure of Chapter 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.2 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
4.2.1 Introduction  
In this section, firstly, descriptive statistics of the sample of non-food products (276 
respondents) was presented. Secondly, descriptive statistics of the sample of 
processed-food products (301 respondents) was presented. 
4.1 Introduction 
4.4.2 Study of the 
non-food products 
4.2.3 Study of the 
processed-food 
products 
4.4 Logistic regression model 
4.2.2 Study of the 
non-food products 
4.2 Descriptive statistics 
4.2.3 Scale development 
4.2.1 Introduction 
4.4.1 Introduction 
4.4.3 Study of the 
processed-food 
products 
4.5 Summary 
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4.2.2 Non-food products study (sample of 276) 
4.2.2.1 Characteristics of sample 
There were 276 respondents who were mainly shopping for their household for non-
food products, in which supermarket group size was 127 and traditional market 
group size was 149. The number of respondents of each district was presented in the 
Appendix 5. 
The summary of characteristics of non-food products study sample including retail 
format choice, sex, age, average household income monthly, education, marriage 
status, employment are presented in the table 4.1 
Table 4.1: Summary of characteristics of sample of non-food products study 
  Non-food products study Processed foods study 
Retail format choice Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Supermarket 127 46 176 58.5 
Traditional market 149 54 125 41.5 
Total 276 100 301 100 
 Sex Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Male 126 45.7 119 39.5 
Female 150 54.3 182 60.5 
Total 276 100 301 100 
 Age Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
20- less than 30 147 53.3 165 54.8 
30- less than 40 72 26.1 56 18.6 
40- less than 50 28 10.1 50 16.6 
50 and more than 50 29 10.5 30 10 
Total 276 100 301 100 
 Average household income monthly Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Less than Vnd 2 mil (approx usd 95) 66 23.9 73 24.3 
Vnd 2-less than 6 mil (approx usd 95-285) 142 51.4 146 48.5 
Vnd 6- less than 10 mil (approx usd 285-476) 52 18.8 63 20.9 
10 and more than vnd 10 mil (approx usd 476) 16 5.8 19 6.3 
Total 276 100 301 100 
 Education Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
University and over 113 40.9 172 57.1 
High school 151 54.7 111 36.9 
Other 12 4.3 18 6 
Total 276 100 301 100 
 Marriage status Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
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Married 135 48.9 162 53.8 
Single 141 51.1 139 46.2 
Total 276 100 301 100 
 Employment Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Full time 136 49.3 163 54.2 
Part time 53 19.2 34 11.3 
Not employed 87 31.5 104 34.6 
Total 276 100 301 100 
In the sample for non-food products, 127 respondents (46%) mostly shop at 
supermarkets and 149 respondents (54 %) mostly shop at traditional markets. The 
data proposed that traditional market still dominate in retail market for non-food 
products.  
Sex demographic of respondents was considered. Of a total sample of 276 
respondents, 45.7 % (126) of the respondents were male and 54.3% (150) of 
respondents were female. This ratio was reasonable because in a traditional 
Vietnamese society, women were the main shopper for non-food products for their 
household.  
In terms of the age demographic breakdown of the respondents, 53.3% (147) of the 
respondents were aged between 20 to less than 30, 26.1% (72) were aged between 30 
to less than 40, 10.1% (28) were between 40 - less than 50 and 10.5% (29) were 50 
and more than 50 years of age. These data were not surprising because Vietnam has a 
young population, with 60% of the population under the age of 30 years (TBKTSG 
Online, 2009).  
For average monthly household income, 23.9 % (66) of the respondents had income 
less than 2 million VND (approximately USD 95), 51.4% (142) earned an income 
between 2 to less than 6 million VND (approximately USD 95-285), 18.8 % (52) 
between 6 to less than 10 million VND (approximately USD 285-476) and 5.8 % 
(16) earned 10 and more than 10 million VND (approximately USD 476). The 
average income statistic showed that there are more households having low income 
as Vietnam is still a developing country. Most of respondents had average household 
income monthly from 2 to less than 6 million VND (approximately USD 95-285).  
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In terms of education, 40.9% (113) of the respondents had university education and 
over, 54.7 % (151) had high school education and 4.3% (12) have education lower 
than high school education. By way of marriage status, 48.9% (135) of the 
respondents are married, and 51.1% (141) were still single. In terms of employment, 
49.3 % (136) of the respondents had full-time jobs, 19.2% (53) had part-time jobs 
and 31.5 % (87) were not employed.  
In term of average number of shopping trips per month, most of respondents who 
shopped at supermarkets and traditional markets went shopping from one to four 
times a month for shopping non-food products. The average number of shopping 
trips per month is presented in the table 4.2 
To inspect the difference between average number of shopping trips per month and 
choice of store format, T-test was done. As a result, there is no significant difference 
between frequency of shopping and choice of store format. The average number of 
shopping trips per month of supermarket shoppers is 1.28 and the average number of 
shopping trips per month of traditional market shoppers is 1.39 and p-value is 0.195 
(see Appendix 6). 
Table 4.2: Average Number of shopping trips per month - Crosstabulation (non-food 
products study) 
  
Retail format choice  Shopping 
trips  Supermarket 
Traditional 
market Total 
1-4 Count 96 112 208 
% within shopping trips 46.20% 53.80% 100.00% 
5-8 Count 28 23 51 
% within shopping trips 54.90% 45.10% 100.00% 
9-12 Count 1 7 8 
% within shopping trips 12.50% 87.50% 100.00% 
Over 12 Count 2 7 9 
% within shopping trips 22.20% 77.80% 100.00% 
Total 
Count 127 149 276 
% within shopping trips 46.00% 54.00% 100.00% 
% of Total 46.00% 54.00% 100.00% 
In term of length of time per shopping trip, most of respondents who shopped at 
supermarkets and traditional markets spent under 4 hours for one shopping time for 
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shopping non-food products. The length of time per shopping trip of respondents 
who shopped at supermarkets and traditional markets is presented in table 4.3 
To inspect the difference between the length of time per shopping trip and choice of 
store format, T-test was done. As a result, it is interesting that there is significant 
difference between the length of time per shopping trip and choice of store format. 
The average length of time of supermarket shoppers is 1.83 and average length of 
time of traditional market shoppers is 1.65 and the p-value is 0.003 (see Appendix 7). 
The result suggested that it took significant longer time for shoppers shopping in 
supermarket than in traditional market for non-food products. 
Table 4.3: Length of Time per shopping trip –and retail format choice- 
Crosstabulation (non-food products study)  
  Retail format choice  
No of Hours  Supermarket Traditional market Total 
Under 1 
Count 28 54 82 
% within No of Hours 34.10% 65.90% 100.00% 
1-4 
Count 92 93 185 
% within No of Hours 49.70% 50.30% 100.00% 
Over 4 
Count 7 2 9 
% within No of Hours 77.80% 22.20% 100.00% 
Total 
Count 127 149 276 
% within No of Hours 46.00% 54.00% 100.00% 
% of Total 46.00% 54.00% 100.00% 
In term of mostly bought non-food products, the non-food products mostly bought by 
respondents who shopped at traditional markets and supermarkets are presented in 
table 4.4 (Multiple responses). The data implied that the mostly bought non-food 
products were available at both traditional markets and supermarkets. 
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Table 4.4: Mostly bought non-food products (Multiple responses) (non-food products 
study) 
Most bought Products 
Responses 
Traditional markets Supermarkets 
Toiletries 103 12.44% 135 16.30% 
Household furniture and appliances 98 11.84% 125 15.10% 
Shoes 147 17.75% 110 13.29% 
Clothing 187 22.58% 148 17.87% 
Detergent 76 9.18% 85 10.27% 
Shower cream, shampoo, soap 62 7.49% 74 8.94% 
Cosmetics 71 8.57% 75 9.06% 
Bags 16 1.93% 12 1.45% 
Goods for babies 7 0.85% 7 0.85% 
Electrical appliances 61 7.37% 57 6.88% 
Total 828 100.00% 828 100.00% 
4.2.3 Processed-food products study (sample of 301) 
4.2.3.1 Characteristics of sample 
The same as the study of non-food study, convenience sampling was used and 
selected to be proportional to the population of each district in an attempt to increase 
the geographical representation. As a result, there were 301 respondents who were 
mainly shopping for their household for processed-food products selected of which 
176 respondents shopped in supermarkets while 125 respondents shopped in 
traditional markets. The number of the respondents of each district was presented in 
Appendix 5. 
The summary of characteristics of processed-food products study sample including 
retail format choice, sex, age, average household income monthly, education, 
marriage status, employment are presented in the table 4.1 
In the sample of the study of processed -food products, 176 respondents (58.5%) 
mostly shop at supermarkets and 125 respondents (41.5 %) mostly shop at traditional 
markets. The data proposed that there are more consumers shopping at supermarkets 
than traditional markets for processed food products.  
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Sex demographic of respondents was considered. Of a total sample of 301 
respondents, 39.5 % (119) of the respondents were male and 60.5 % (182) of 
respondents were female. This ratio was reasonable because in a traditional 
Vietnamese society, women were the main shoppers for processed-food products for 
their household.  
In terms of the age demographic breakdown of the respondents, 54.8% (165) of the 
respondents were aged between 20 to less than 30, 18.6 % (56) were aged between 
30 to less than 40, 16.6% (50) were between 40- less than 50 and 10 % (30) were 50 
and more than 50 years of age. These data were not surprising because Vietnam has a 
young population, with 60% of the population under the age of 30 years. 
For average monthly household income, 24.3% (73) of the respondents had income 
less than 2 million VND (approximately USD 95), 48.5% (146) earned an income 
between 2 to less than 6 million VND (approximately USD 95-285), 20.9 % (63) 
between 6 to less than 10 million VND (approximately USD 285-476) and 6.3 % 
(19) earned 10 and more than 10 million VND (approximately over USD 476). The 
average income statistic showed that there are more households having low income 
as Vietnam is a developing country. Most of respondents had average income from 2 
to less than 6 million VND (approximately USD 95-285) which is the same as the 
study of non-food products.  
In term of education, 57.1% (172) of the respondents had university education and 
over, 36.9 % (111) had high school education and 6% (18) have education lower than 
high school education. By the way of marriage status, 53.8% (162) of the 
respondents are married, and 46.2 % (139) were still single. In term of employment, 
54.2 % (163) of the respondents had full-time jobs, 11.3% (34) had part-time jobs 
and 34.6% (104) were not employed.   
In term of average number of shopping trips per month, most of respondents who 
shopped at supermarkets and traditional markets went shopping from one to four 
times a month for shopping processed-food products. The average number of 
shopping trips per month is presented in the table 4.5 
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To inspect the difference between the average number of shopping trips per month 
and choice of store format, T-test was done. As a result, it is interesting that there is 
significant difference between the average number of shopping trips per month and 
choice of store format. The average number of shopping trips per month of 
supermarket shoppers is 1.8 and the average number of shopping trips per month of 
traditional market shoppers is 2.18 and p-value is 0.003 (see Appendix 8). The result 
suggested that shoppers who go shopping in traditional markets had significant more 
frequency of shopping than shoppers who go shopping in supermarket for processed 
food products. 
Table 4.5: Average Number of shopping trips per month - Crosstabulation 
(Processed-food products study) 
  Retail format choice  
Shopping 
trips 
 Supermarket Traditional 
market 
Total 
1-4 
Count 98 48 146 
% within shopping trips 67.10% 32.90% 100.00% 
5-8 
 
Count 34 31 65 
% within shopping trips 52.30% 47.70% 100.00% 
9-12 
Count 25 22 47 
% within shopping trips 53.20% 46.80% 100.00% 
Over 12 
Count 19 24 43 
% within shopping trips 44.20% 55.80% 100.00% 
Total 
 
 
 
Count 176 125 301 
% within shopping trips 58.50% 41.50% 100.00% 
% of Total 58.50% 41.50% 100.00% 
In term of length of time per shopping trip, most of respondents who shopped at 
supermarkets and traditional markets spent under 4 hours for one shopping time for 
shopping processed-food products. The length of time per shopping trip of 
respondents who shopped at supermarkets and traditional markets is presented in 
table 4.6 
To inspect the difference between the length of time per shopping trip and choice of 
store format, T-test was done. As a result, there is no significant difference between 
the length of time per shopping trip and choice of store format. The average length of 
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time of supermarket shoppers is 1.45 and average length of time of traditional market 
shoppers is 1.40 and the p-value is 0.463 (see Appendix 9).  
Table 4.6: Length of Time per shopping trip –and retail format choice- 
Crosstabulation (processed-food products study) 
  Retail format choice  
No of 
Hours 
 Supermarket Traditional 
market 
Total 
Under 1 
Count 99 78 177 
% within No of Hours 55.90% 44.10% 100.00% 
1-4 
Count 74 43 117 
% within No of Hours 63.20% 36.80% 100.00% 
Over 4 
Count 3 4 7 
% within No of Hours 42.90% 57.10% 100.00% 
Total 
Count 176 125 301 
% within No of Hours 58.50% 41.50% 100.00% 
% of Total 58.50% 41.50% 100.00% 
In term of mostly bought processed-food products, the processed-food products 
mostly bought by respondents who shopped at traditional markets and supermarkets 
are presented in table 4.7 (Multiple responses). The data implied that the mostly 
bought processed-food products were available at both traditional markets and 
supermarkets. 
Table 4.7: Mostly bought processed-food products (multiple responses) (processed 
foods study) 
Most bought Products 
Responses 
Traditional markets 
 
Supermarkets 
 
Bread 4 0.44% 8 0.89% 
Canned foods (fish) 106 11.74% 80 8.86% 
Processed fruits 18 1.99% 22 2.44% 
Instant noodles 56 6.20% 61 6.76% 
Drinks (beer, soft drinks) 79 8.75% 97 10.74% 
Candy, cakes 67 7.42% 116 12.85% 
Frozen foods 71 7.86% 57 6.31% 
Cooked foods 211 23.37% 175 19.38% 
Canned foods (meats) 79 8.75% 72 7.97% 
Dairy products (milk, yogurt) 70 7.75% 96 10.63% 
Cheese 1 0.11% 2 0.22% 
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Cooking oils 4 0.44% 5 0.55% 
Dried foods 61 6.76% 49 5.43% 
Spices 41 4.54% 40 4.43% 
Rice, other noodles 26 2.88% 10 1.11% 
Cafe 9 1.00% 13 1.44% 
Total 903 100.00% 903 100.00% 
4.3 SCALE DEVELOPMENT/ MEASUREMENT MODEL 
4.3.1 Common method variance 
To assess common method variance, the Harman’s single-factor test was done. In the 
test, 49 items of shopping motivations (utilitarian and hedonic shopping motivations) 
and 29 items of retail format attributes were submitted to exploratory factor analysis 
with principal axis factoring and unrotated factor solution as proposed by Malhotra 
(2006), using a sample combined by sample of study of non-food products and 
sample of study of processed-food products.  Common method variance exists “if (1) 
a single factor emerges from unrotated factor solutions, or (2) a first factor explains 
the majority of the variance in the variables” (Podsakoff and Organ, cited in 
Malhotra et al., 2006, p.1867).  
As result from EFA (see Appendix 30), 19 factors having Eigenvalues greater than 1 
were extracted.  Among the 19 factors, the first factor explained 17.116% of the 
variance while the total variance explained was 53.828%. Since the first factor 
explained only 17.116 % the variance, based on the Harman’s test, common method 
variance  is not a major problem (Malhotra et al., 2006). 
The  marker variable test which is a more superior  technique for testing CMV could  
not be undertaken  ex post because this requires “a special variable that is 
deliberately prepared and incorporated into a study along with the research variables”  
(Malhotra et al., 2006, p.1868). Because the candidate did not prepare a special 
variable and could not find a suitable marker variable in the study’s dataset, this test 
was not undertaken.  
Although Harman’s single-factor test was conducted, this test still has some 
limitations such that the “Procedure does not statistically control for common method 
variance. There are no specific guidelines on how much variance the first factor 
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should extract before it is considered a general factor. The likelihood of obtaining 
more than one factor increases as the number of variables examined increases, thus 
making the procedure less conservative as the number of variables increases” 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003, p.890). To improve controlling common method biases, 
some techniques adapted from Podsakoff et al. (2003) such as methodological 
separation of measurement, protecting respondent anonymity, reducing evaluation 
apprehension and improving scale items were adopted in this study. 
For methodological separation of measurement, different response formats were used 
for the likert scales in the survey questionnaire (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The items for 
shopping motivation were measured by a seven point Likert-Scale, while the items 
for retail format attributes were measured on a five point Likert-Scale. According to 
Podsakoff et al (2003),  this separation could reduce consistency motif problems  
Consistency motif  refers to the situation where “respondents apparently have an 
urge to maintain a consistent line in a series of answers, or at least what they regard 
as a consistent line” (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986, p.534). 
Protecting respondents’ anonymity refers to allowing respondents to answer 
anonymously (Podsakoff et al., 2003). In the current research, all information 
supplied by respondents were assured to be confidential and used only for statistical 
purposes. Respondents were assured of their anonymity when answering the 
questionnaire. Reducing evaluation apprehension refers to “assure respondents that 
there is no right or wrong answers and that they should answer questions as honestly 
as possible” (Podsakoff et al., 2003,p.888). As presented in the questionnaires of the 
current research, the respondents were assured that there are no “right” or “wrong” 
answers, that their responses are important to this research and should reflect their 
own personal opinions. The steps taken to protect respondent anonymity and reduce 
evaluation apprehension could make respondents  less likely to edit their responses to 
be more socially desirable, lenient, acquiescent, and consistent with how they think 
rather than how  the researcher wants them to respond” (Podsakoff et al., 
2003,p.888).  
Improving scale items could “reduce method biases through the careful construction 
of the items” because “one of the most common problems in the comprehension 
stage of the response process is item ambiguity” (Podsakoff et al., 2003,p.888). In 
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the current research, before conducting the survey, the questionnaires were pretested 
with 20 consumers to determine content validity, and to  ensure correct wording and 
that the respondents understand the questions clearly. 
4.3.2 Construct validity 
In assessment of construct validity, shopping motivations constructs were assessed 
first; then retail format attributes constructs were assessed. 
4.3.2.1 Shopping motivation 
As discussed earlier, firstly, each constructs of shopping motivation will be assessed 
by Cronbach’s alpha and Item-total correlations and exploratory factor analysis, as 
preliminary analyses, using the combined sample (non-food products study and 
processed-food products study samples). Secondly, after all the constructs of 
shopping motivation was assessed separately, all the constructs will be subjected to 
one exploratory factor analysis to inspect the dimensions underlying the items. 
Thirdly, confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess the measurement model for 
each sample, sample of study of non-food products and sample of study of 
processed-food products. 
4.3.2.1.1 Item analysis 
4.3.2.1.1.1 Utilitarian motivation 
Based on the assessment procedure, firstly, 10 items of utilitarian motivation scale 
were inspected for Corrected Item-Total Correlations. As a result, there were no 
items having Corrected Item-Total Correlation lower than 0.3, 10 items were retained 
for further analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.8. 
Secondly, 10 items of utilitarian motivation scale were submitted to exploratory 
factor analysis. As a result, EFA produced three-factor model. After inspecting, 05 
items having low communalities and low factor loading were U_1, U_3, U_4, U_9 
and U_10. Therefore, the 5 items were removed after checking domain 
representation based on the definition of utilitarian motivation of (Jin and Kim, 2003, 
Dawson et al., 1990). Then, the 5 items remaining were subjected to exploratory 
factor analysis again. As a result, exploratory factor analysis produced one-factor 
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model as expected since utilitarian construct is a one dimensional construct (Jin and 
Kim, 2003, Dawson et al., 1990). After inspecting, one item which had low 
Communalities and low factor loading was U_2. Therefore, U_2 was removed after 
checking domain representation.  
After removing U_2, the remaining 4 items was submitted to further exploratory 
factor analysis. As a result, exploratory factor analysis produced one-factor model. 
After checking Communalities and factor loading, there are no items removed. One-
factor model accounted for 50.452 percent of the total variance with an Eigenvalues 
of 2.500. The remaining items were then inspected for Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation and no items were removed (see Appendix 10). The Cronbach’s alpha 
was 0.795. The results of exploratory factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha were 
presented in table 4.8 
Table 4.8: Exploratory factor analysis of utilitarian motivation scale 
Item code Item statements Factor 
loading 
1 
U_5 I go shopping because I want to buy products I 
need with less time (quickly). .588 
U_6 I go shopping because I want to buy products I 
need with less costs (travel costs…). .737 
U_7 I go shopping because I want to find reasonable 
price for products I need. .727 
U_8 I go shopping because I want to find good price 
for the products I need. .775 
Total Variance 
Explained 
 50.452 
percent 
Eigenvalues  2.500 
Cronbach's Alpha  0.795 
4.3.2.1.1.2 Adventure shopping 
Based on the assessment procedure, firstly, 06 items of adventure shopping scale 
were inspected for Corrected Item-Total Correlations. As a result, there were no 
items having Corrected Item-Total Correlation lower than 0.3 (see Appendix 11); 
therefore, 06 items were retained for further analysis. The Cronbach alpha was 0.866. 
Secondly, 06 items of adventure shopping scale were submitted to exploratory factor 
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analysis with principal axis factoring and promax rotation. As a result, exploratory 
factor analysis produced one-factor model as expected since adventure shopping is a 
one dimensional construct (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). After checking 
Communalities and factor loading, there are no items removed. One-factor model 
accounted for 53.322 percent of the total variance with an Eigenvalues of 3.643. The 
results of exploratory factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha were presented in table 
4.9 
Table 4.9: Exploratory factor analysis of adventure shopping scale 
Item code Item statements Factor 
loading 
 1 
Adv_1 To me, shopping is an adventure .548 
Adv_2 I find shopping stimulating .767 
Adv_3 Shopping makes me feel fun, happy .790 
Adv_4 Shopping makes me feel I am in my own universe .694 
Adv_5 I like shopping because I find shopping fun and 
interesting .813 
Adv_6 I go shopping because shopping is my hobby .738 
Total Variance 
Explained 
 53.322 
percent 
Eigenvalues  3.643 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
 .866 
4.3.2.1.1.3 Gratification shopping 
Based on the assessment procedure, firstly, 09 items of gratification shopping scale 
were inspected for Corrected Item-Total Correlations. As a result, there were no 
items having Corrected Item-Total Correlation lower than 0.3; therefore, 09 items 
were retained for further analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.871.  
Secondly, 09 items of gratification shopping scale were submitted to exploratory 
factor analysis with principal axis factoring and promax rotation.As a result, EFA 
produced two-factor model. After inspecting, the 01 item having low communalities 
was Gra_3 which will be removed. In addition, because EFA produced two-factor 
model which is unexpected since gratification shopping is a one dimensional 
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construct (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). The items were then inspected item content 
for domain representation (Churchill Jr, 1979). After inspecting, Gra_4 and Gra_5 
which had high loading on factor 2 were judged not representing the gratification 
shopping domain. Both Gra_4 and Gra_5 Items were adapted from (Dawson et al., 
1990). After inspecting the item content, Gra_4 and Gra_5 were removed because of 
not representing the gratification shopping domain. In addition,  Dawson et al.(1990) 
was quoted in (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003), but these items were not used in the 
scale of hedonic motivation of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). 
Gra_4: I go shopping because I want to see and hear entertainment. 
Gra_5: I go shopping because I want to experience interesting sights, sounds and 
smells. 
After removing Gra_3, Gra_4 and Gra_5, the remaining 06 items were submitted to 
further exploratory factor analysis. As a result, exploratory factor analysis produced 
one-factor model as expected. After checking Communalities and factor loading, 
there are no items removed. One-factor model accounted for 53.515 percent of the 
total variance with an Eigenvalues of 3.662. The remaining items were then 
inspected for Corrected Item-Total Correlation and no items were removed (see 
Appendix 12). The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.871. The results of exploratory factor 
analysis and Cronbach’s alpha were presented in table 4.10 
Table 4.10: Exploratory factor analysis of gratification shopping scale 
Item code Item statements Factor 
loading 
 1 
Gra_1 When I am in down mood, I go shopping to make me 
feel better .733 
Gra_2 I find shopping is a way to relieve stress .749 
Gra_6 To me, shopping is a recreational activity .685 
Gra_7 To me, shopping is a recreational activity which help 
me forget my problems (unhappy) .843 
Gra_8 Shopping is pleasurable even if you do not buy 
anything .727 
Gra_9 I like shopping because I want to get out of house, 
have fun in new environment .635 
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Total Variance 
Explained 
 53.515 
percent 
Eigenvalues  3.662 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
 0.871 
4.3.2.1.1.4 Role shopping 
Based on the assessment procedure, firstly, 05 items of role shopping scale were 
inspected for Corrected Item-Total Correlations. As a result, there were no items 
having Corrected Item-Total Correlation lower than 0.3; therefore, 05 items were 
retained for further analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.813. 
Secondly, 05 items of role shopping scale were submitted to exploratory factor 
analysis with principal axis factoring and promax rotation. As a result, EFA 
produced one-factor model as expected since role shopping is a one dimensional 
construct (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). After inspecting, the 01 item having low 
communalities (<0.3) was Rol_5. After checking domain representation, Rol_5 was 
removed. 
After removing Rol_5, the remaining 4 items was submitted to further exploratory 
factor analysis. As a result, exploratory factor analysis produced one-factor model. 
After checking Communalities and factor loading, there are no items removed. One-
factor model accounted for 53.522 percent of the total variance with an Eigenvalues 
of 2.589. The remaining items were then inspected for Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation and no items were removed (see Appendix 13). The Cronbach’s alpha 
was 0.813. The results of exploratory factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha were 
presented in table 4.11 
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Table 4.11: Exploratory factor analysis of role shopping scale 
Item code 
Item statements 
Factor loading 
 1 
Rol_1 I like shopping for others because when they 
feel good I feel good .616 
Rol_2 I feel happy when I buy necessary things for 
my special people (friends, parents, 
children…) 
.819 
Rol_3 I enjoy shopping for my friends and family .772 
Rol_4 I enjoy shopping around to find the perfect 
gift for someone .704 
Total Variance 
Explained 
 53.522 
percent 
Eigenvalues  2.589 
Cronbach's Alpha  0.813 
4.3.2.1.1.5 Value shopping 
Based on the assessment procedure, firstly, 05 items of value shopping scale were 
inspected for Corrected Item-Total Correlations. As a result, there were no items 
having Corrected Item-Total Correlation lower than 0.3 (see Appendix 14); 
therefore, 05 items were retained for further analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha was 
0.865. 
Then, the 5 items were subjected to exploratory factor analysis with principal axis 
factoring and promax rotation. As a result, exploratory factor analysis produced one-
factor model as expected since value shopping is a one dimensional construct 
(Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). After checking Communalities and factor loading, 
there are no items removed. One-factor model accounted for 56.672 percent of the 
total variance with an Eigenvalues of 3.256. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.865. The 
results of exploratory factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha were presented in table 
4.12 
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Table 4.12: Exploratory factor analysis of value shopping scale 
Item code 
Item statements 
Factor 
loading 
 1 
Val_1 For the most part, I go shopping when there are 
sales .691 
Val_2 I enjoy looking for discounts when I shop .802 
Val_3 I enjoy hunting for bargains when I shop .821 
Val_4 I go shopping to take advantage of sales .676 
Val_5 I go shopping to look for a chance to buy price-
reduced products, sales promotion. .763 
Total Variance 
Explained 
 56.672 
percent 
Eigenvalues  3.256 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
 .865 
4.3.2.1.1.6 Social shopping 
Based on the assessment procedure, firstly, 08 items of social shopping scale were 
inspected for Corrected Item-Total Correlations. As a result, there were no items 
having Corrected Item-Total Correlation lower than 0.3; therefore, 08 items were 
retained for further analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.889. 
Secondly, 08 items of social shopping scale were submitted to exploratory factor 
analysis with principal axis factoring and promax rotation. As a result, EFA 
produced two-factor model which is unexpected because social shopping is one 
dimensional construct (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). The items were then inspected 
for item content for social shopping domain (Churchill Jr, 1979). After inspecting, 
Soc_7 and Soc_8 were not judged not representing social shopping domain. In 
addition, both Soc_7 and Soc_8 were adapted from Dawson et al.(1990) and 
(Dawson et al., 1990) was quoted in (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003) but these items 
were not used in the scale of hedonic motivation of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). 
Soc_7: I go shopping because I want to enjoy crowds  
Soc_8: I go shopping because I want to watch other people  
 98 
 
After removing Soc_7 and Soc_8, the remaining 06 items was submitted to further 
exploratory factor analysis. As a result, exploratory factor analysis produced one-
factor model as expected. After checking Communalities and factor loading, there 
are no items removed. One-factor model accounted for 54.615 percent of the total 
variance with an Eigenvalues of 3.710. The 06 items were then inspected for 
Corrected Item-Total Correlation and no items were removed (see Appendix 15).  
The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.875. The results of exploratory factor analysis and 
Cronbach’s alpha were presented in table 4.13 
Table 4.13: Exploratory factor analysis of social shopping scale 
Item code 
Item statements 
Factor 
loading 
 1 
Soc_1 I go shopping with my friends or family to socialize .751 
Soc_2 I enjoy socializing with my friends or family when I 
shop .743 
Soc_3 To me, shopping with my friends and family is a 
chance to talk, discuss and share with them .843 
Soc_4 I enjoy socializing with others when I shop .802 
Soc_5 I enjoy socializing with sales personnel when I shop .668 
Soc_6 Shopping with others is a bonding  experience .602 
Total Variance 
Explained 
 54.615 
percent 
Eigenvalues  3.710 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
 .875 
4.3.2.1.1.7 Ideal shopping 
Based on the assessment procedure, firstly, 06 items of ideal shopping scale were 
inspected for Corrected Item-Total Correlations. As a result, there were no items 
having Corrected Item-Total Correlation lower than 0.3; therefore, 06 items were 
retained for further analysis. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.863. 
Secondly, 06 items of ideal shopping scale were submitted to exploratory factor. As a 
result, EFA produced two-factor model which is unexpected because ideal shopping 
is a one dimensional construct (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003) . The item content was 
inspected if the item content represented for ideal shopping (Churchill Jr, 1979). 
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After inspecting, three items which were judged not representing Ideal shopping 
domain were Ideal_4, Ideal_5 and Ideal_6.  
Ideal_4 was adapted from draft scale of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003) and Ideal_4 
was judged not representing ideal domain by (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003); therefore 
Ideal_4 could be removed. Ideal_5 and Ideal_6 were developed by the researcher 
only based on Ideal_4. After careful inspection of ideal domain, Ideal_5 and Ideal_6 
were removed because of not representing ideal domain. 
Ideal_1 (retained): I go shopping to keep up with the trends  
Ideal_2 (retained): I go shopping to keep up with the new fashions  
Ideal_3 (retained): I go shopping to see what new products are available 
Ideal_4: I go shopping to experience new things  
Ideal_5: I go shopping to see new product designs 
Ideal_6: I go shopping to see new brand names (product) 
After removing Ideal_4, Ideal_5 and Ideal_6, the remaining 03 items was submitted 
to further exploratory factor analysis. As a result, exploratory factor analysis 
produced one-factor model as expected. After checking Communalities and factor 
loading, there are no items removed. One-factor model accounted for 63.636 percent 
of the total variance with an Eigenvalues of 2.230. The remaining items were then 
inspected for Corrected Item-Total Correlation and no items were removed (see 
Appendix 16). The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.827. The results of exploratory factor 
analysis and Cronbach’s alpha were presented in table 4.14 
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Table 4.14: Exploratory factor analysis of ideal shopping scale 
Item code Item statements Factor 
loading 
 1 
Ideal_1 I go shopping to keep up with the trends .839 
Ideal_2 I go shopping to keep up with the new fashions .913 
Ideal_3 I go shopping to see what new products are 
available  .610 
Total Variance 
Explained 
 63.636 
percent 
Eigenvalues  2.230 
Cronbach's Alpha  .827 
4.3.2.1.1.8 Summary  
After running separate EFA for each shopping motivation, there were 15 items 
removed from a total of 49 items, which included 06 items of Utilitarian motivation, 
02 items of Social shopping, 03 items of Gratification shopping, 03 ideal shopping 
and 01 item of Role shopping. The remaining items were 34, and all the 34 items 
were subjected to one exploratory factor analysis to inspect the underlying 
dimensions. 
4.3.2.1.2 Exploratory factor analysis 
The 34 items of shopping motivations were submitted to exploratory factor analysis 
with principal axis factoring and promax rotation. Factors having eigenvalues higher 
than 1.0 will be retained (Hair et al., 2009) and acceptable variance extracted is from 
50% and higher (Beavers et al., 2013). After running exploratory factor analysis for 
34 items, the exploratory factor analysis produced seven-factor model as expected, 
which included one factor for utilitarian motivation and six factors for hedonic 
motivation (adventure shopping, gratification shopping , social shopping , value 
shopping, ideal shopping, role shopping).Then Communalities, factor loading and 
cross-loading were inspected. There are no items having low communalities (< 0.3), 
high factor loading (> 0.4) and high cross-loading (> 0.4); therefore, no items 
removed (Hair et al., 2009). Seven-factor model accounted for 56.702 percent of the 
total variance. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was 0.886. The 
34 items were then inspected for Corrected Item-Total Correlation and no items were 
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removed. The Cronbach’s alpha was in a range from 0.795 to 0.875. The table 4.15 
presented the 34-item factor structure. 
Table 4.15: Exploratory factor analysis of shopping motivation scale 
Pattern Matrix(a) 
Items 
Factor 
Social 
shopping 
Gratification 
shopping 
value 
shopping 
Adventure 
shopping 
Role 
shopping Utilitarian 
Ideal 
shopping 
Soc_3 0.873 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Soc_4 0.796 
Soc_2 0.774 
Soc_1 0.773 
Soc_5 0.656 
Soc_6 0.572 
Gra_7 
 
0.896 
Gra_2 0.833 
Gra_1 0.734 
Gra_8 0.674 
Gra_6 0.607 
Gra_9 0.533 
Val_3 
 
0.838 
Val_2 0.815 
Val_5 0.755 
Val_1 0.699 
Val_4 0.636 
Adv_3 
 
0.869 
Adv_2 0.839 
Adv_5 0.713 
Adv_4 0.531 
Adv_6 0.525 
Adv_1 0.47 
Rol_2 
 
0.848 
Rol_3 0.752 
Rol_4 0.668 
Rol_1 0.514 
U_8 
 
0.786 
U_7 0.742 
U_6 0.74 
U_5 0.572 
Ideal_2 
 
0.922 
Ideal_1 0.846 
Ideal_3 0.575 
% of 
Variance 25.955 8.273 7.167 5.445 3.791 3.669 2.402 
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Eigenvalues 9.251 3.231 2.837 2.275 1.719 1.592 1.225 
Cronbach 
alpha 0.875 0.871 0.865 0.866 0.813 0.795 0.827 
4.3.2.1.2.1 Summary 
In this section, after conducting exploratory factor analysis, the result supported the 
factor structure of the constructs as theory suggested in which included one factor for 
utilitarian motivation construct and six factors for second-order hedonic motivation 
construct (adventure shopping, gratification shopping, role shopping, value shopping, 
social shopping and ideal shopping). In next section, confirmatory factor analysis 
was used to assess the measurement model resulted from exploratory factor analysis 
for each sample, sample of study of non-food products and sample of study of 
processed-food products. The summary of shopping motivation items was presented 
in the table 4.16 
Table 4.16: Summary of shopping motivation items 
No. Adventure shopping items Item 
codes 
Status 
1 To me, shopping is an adventure Adv_1 Retained 
2 I find shopping stimulating Adv_2 Retained 
3 Shopping makes me feel fun, happy Adv_3 Retained 
4 Shopping makes me feel I am in my own universe Adv_4 Retained 
5 I like shopping because I find shopping fun and 
interesting 
Adv_5 Retained 
6 I go shopping because shopping is my hobby Adv_6 Retained 
No. Gratification shopping items Item 
codes 
 
1 When I am in down mood, I go shopping to make 
me feel better 
Gra_1 Retained 
2 I find shopping is a way to relieve stress Gra_2 Retained 
3 I go shopping when I want to treat myself to 
something special 
Gra_3 Deleted 
4 I go shopping because I want to see and hear 
entertainment 
Gra_4 Deleted 
5 I go shopping because I want to experience 
interesting sights, sounds and smells 
Gra_5 Deleted 
6 To me, shopping is a recreational activity Gra_6 Retained 
7 To me, shopping is a recreational activity which 
help me forget my problems (unhappy) 
Gra_7 Retained 
8 Shopping is pleasurable even if you do not buy 
anything 
Gra_8 Retained 
9 I like shopping because I want to get out of house, Gra_9 Retained 
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have fun in new environment 
No. Role shopping items Item 
codes 
 
1 I like shopping for others because when they feel 
good I feel good 
Rol_1 Retained 
2 I feel happy when I buy necessary things for my 
special people (friends, parents, children…) 
Rol_2 Retained 
3 I enjoy shopping for my friends and family Rol_3 Retained 
4 I enjoy shopping around to find the perfect gift 
for someone 
Rol_4 Retained 
5 I enjoy shopping around to find things which my 
family and friends may need 
Rol_5 Deleted 
No. Value shopping items Item 
codes 
 
1 For the most part, I go shopping when there are 
sales 
Val_1 Retained 
2 I enjoy looking for discounts when I shop Val_2 Retained 
3 I enjoy hunting for bargains when I shop Val_3 Retained 
4 I go shopping to take advantage of sales Val_4 Retained 
5 I go shopping to look for a chance to buy price-
reduced products, sales promotion. 
Val_5 Retained 
No. Social shopping items Item 
codes 
 
1 I go shopping with my friends or family to 
socialize 
Soc_1 Retained 
2 I enjoy socializing with my friends or family 
when I shop 
Soc_2 Retained 
3 To me, shopping with my friends and family is a 
chance to talk, discuss and share with them 
Soc_3 Retained 
4 I enjoy socializing with others when I shop Soc_4 Retained 
5 I enjoy socializing with sales personnel when I 
shop 
Soc_5 Retained 
6 Shopping with others is a bonding  experience Soc_6 Retained 
7 I go shopping because I want to enjoy crowds Soc_7 Deleted 
8 I go shopping because I want to watch other 
people 
Soc_8 Deleted 
No. Idea shopping items Item 
codes 
 
1 I go shopping to keep up with the trends Ideal_1 Retained 
2 I go shopping to keep up with the new fashions Ideal_2 Retained 
3 I go shopping to see what new products are 
available 
Ideal_3 Retained 
4 I go shopping to experience new things Ideal_4 Deleted 
5 I go shopping to see new product designs Ideal_5 Deleted 
6 I go shopping to see new brand names (product) Ideal_6 Deleted 
No. Utilitarian motivation items Item 
codes 
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1 I go shopping because I want to find products 
which have reasonable price. 
U_1 Deleted 
2 I go shopping because I want to find product 
assortments that I need. 
U_2 Deleted 
3 I go shopping because I want to take a look at the 
products being considered to purchase. 
U_3 Deleted 
4 I go shopping because retail format is convenient 
for me to buy products I need. 
U_4 Deleted 
5 I go shopping because I want to buy products I 
need with less time (quickly). 
U_5 Retained 
6 I go shopping because I want to buy products I 
need with less costs (travel costs…). 
U_6 Retained 
7 I go shopping because I want to find reasonable 
price for products I need. 
U_7 Retained 
8 I go shopping because I want to find good price 
for the products I need. 
U_8 Retained 
9 I go shopping because I only want to buy 
products I really need. 
U_9 Deleted 
10 I go shopping because I want to find low price for 
products I need. 
U_10 Deleted 
 
4.3.2.1.3 Confirmatory factor analysis 1st – shopping motivations (non-food products 
study) 
Confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess the measurement model resulted 
from exploratory factor analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis used only the 
sample of study of non-food products. 
4.3.2.1.3.1 Test of normality (non-food products study) 
Before conducting comfirmatory factor analysis for measurement model of shopping 
motivations, normality of the data (sample of non-food products study) will be 
assessed because maximum likelihood is used to estimate the confimatory factor 
model in this study and maximum likelihood estimation requires normality data (Hair 
et al., 2009). According to Kline (2011), variables which have absolute values of 
skew index higher than 3.0 are described as extremely skewed; and variables which 
have absolute values of kurtorsis index higher than 8.0 are described as extreme 
kurtorsis. When data set has severe non-normality (skewness greater than 2 and 
kurtorsis greater than 7), some remedies could be used to normalize the distribution 
(West et al., cited in Fabrigar et al., 1999). As a result, the Skewness of all the items 
(shopping motivations) are lower 2 and Kurtosis of all the items (shopping 
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motivations) are lower 7 (see Appendix 18). Based on the justification above, the 
data set (shopping motivation) of non-food products study was judged to be 
moderately normal. Therefore, maximum likelihood is used to estimate the 
confimatory factor model in this study (Hair et al., 2009). 
4.3.2.1.3.2 Confirmatory factor analysis 1st - shopping motivations (non-food 
products study) 
A 34-item, seven dimension confirmatory factor analysis was estimated using Amos 
for only the sample of 276 (non-food products study). In the model, second-order 
hedonic shopping motivation construct and utilitarian shopping motivation construct 
were free to correlate with each other. The fit of the second-order factor model was 
assessed. As a result, Model fit is low (Chi-square/df = 2.428, p =0.000; GFI = 
0.779; TLI = 0.838; CFI= 0.849; RMSEA=0.072). Confirmatory factor analysis 
results were presented in Figure 4.2. The 34 items were then inspected item content 
for domain representation (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003, Hair et al., 2009). 
 106 
 
Figure 4.2: CFA 1st – Shopping motivation - the sample of 276 (non-food products 
study) 
 
Utilitarian 
For the utilitarian domain, after inspecting, item U_7 was judged not representing the 
domain. U_7 was developed by the researcher, based only on item U_8 which was 
adapted from (Dawson et al., 1990).  
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U_7: I go shopping because I want to find reasonable price for products I need. 
U_8 (retained): I go shopping because I want to find good price for the products I 
need. 
Adventure shopping 
The content of adventure shopping items was inspected for the adventure shopping 
domain. After inspecting, Adv_5 and Adv_6 were judged not representing the 
domain. Adv_5 was developed by the researcher, based on Adv_3 which was 
developed from qualitative study. Adv_6 was not represented the domain. 
Adv_3 (retained): Shopping makes me feel fun, happy. 
Adv_5: I like shopping because I find shopping fun and interesting. 
Adv_6: I go shopping because shopping is my hobby. 
Gratification shopping 
The content of Gratification shopping items was inspected for the Gratification 
shopping domain. After inspecting, Gra_6, Gra_8 and Gra_9 were judged not 
representing the domain. Gra_6 and Gra_8 were developed by the researcher. In 
addition, Gra_6 was not represented the gratification domain as Gra_7 (retained) 
was. Gra_8 was not represented the domain. Gra_9 was modified from (Dawson et 
al., 1990) and was not represented the domain. In addition, (Dawson et al., 1990) was 
quoted in (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003), but this item (Gra_9) was not used in the 
scale of hedonic motivation of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). 
Gra_6: To me, shopping is a recreational activity. 
Gra_7 (retained): To me, shopping is a recreational activity which help me forget 
my problems (unhappy). 
Gra_8: Shopping is pleasurable even if you do not buy anything. 
Gra_9: I like shopping because I want to get out of house, have fun in new 
environment.  
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Role shopping 
The content of role shopping items was inspected and no items removed. 
Value shopping 
The content of value shopping items was inspected for the domain. After inspecting, 
Val_4 was judged not representing the value shopping domain. Val_4 was adapted 
from the draft scale of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003) and was deleted by Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) because of not representing the Value domain (Arnold and 
Reynolds, 2003, p.83). 
Val_4: I go shopping to take advantage of sales.  
Social shopping 
The content of Social shopping items was inspected for the Social shopping domain. 
After inspecting, Soc_2 and Soc_5 were candidates for removal. Soc_2 were 
developed by the researcher and tapped into the same Soc_1 which was adapted from 
(Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). Therefore, Soc_2 was removed (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003). 
In case of Soc_5 which was developed by the researcher, since social shopping refers 
to shopping enjoyment with friends, family members and socializing with other 
shoppers (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003), Soc_5 was not judged not representing the 
social shopping and removed. 
Soc_1 (retained): I go shopping with my friends or family to socialize 
Soc_2: I enjoy socializing with my friends or family when I shop 
Soc_5: I enjoy socializing with sales personnel when I shop. 
Idea shopping 
The content of ideal shopping items was inspected and no items removed. 
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4.3.2.1.3.3 Summary 
Since the model fit is low in the first confirmatory factor analysis, the item contents 
were inspected for domain representation (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). After 
inspecting 34 items for domain representativeness, there were 09 items removed 
which included 02 items of Adventure shopping, 01 item of Utilitarian motivation, 
02 items of Social shopping, 03 items of Gratification shopping and 01 item of Value 
shopping. The remaining items were 25, and the 25 items were subjected to 
confirmatory factor analysis the second time. 
4.3.2.1.3.4 Confirmatory factor analysis 2nd- shopping motivations (non-food 
products study) 
A 25-item, seven dimension confirmatory factor analysis was estimated using Amos 
for only the sample of 276 (non-food products study). In the model, second-order 
hedonic shopping motivation construct and utilitarian shopping motivation construct 
were free to correlate with each other. The fit of the second-order factor model was 
assessed. The result showed that the model received goodness of fit to the data, with 
(Chi-square/df = 1.922, p=0.000; GFI = 0.864 (close to 0.90); TLI = 0.910 (higher 
than 0.90); CFI= 0.920 (higher than 0.90); RMSEA=0.058 (lower than 0.1) (Hair et 
al., 2009).  
Additionally, an examination of the results showed that the measures are 
unidimensional because there was not any cross-loading, within-construct error 
covariance and between-construct error covariance (Hair et al., 2009). Confirmatory 
factor analysis results were presented in Figure 4.3 and Table 4.17 
To assess convergent validity, factor loadings, variance extracted and reliability were 
examined. Firstly, all the value of factor loadings were substantial (higher than the 
value of 0.50) and significant (p < 0.001), which indicated the convergent validity 
(Hair et al., 2009). Secondly, variance extracted of all the constructs was higher than 
0.50, which suggested adequate convergence (Hair et al., 2009). Thirdly, reliability 
of constructs, an indicator of convergent validity, was higher than 0.60 (Hair et al., 
2009). The examination of factor loadings, variance extracted and reliability showed 
that the measures were convergent. 
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To assess the discriminant validity, an inspection of the correlation between 
constructs (utilititarian and hedonic motivations) indicated that the correlation was 
significantly less than 1 (p=0.000). As a result, discriminant validity exists (Bagozzi 
and Foxall, 1996). The construct correlation result was presented in table 4.18  
Figure 4.3: CFA 2nd - Shopping motivations - the sample of 276 (non-food products 
study) 
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Table 4.17: Summary of shopping motivation construct measures (non-food product 
study) 
 
 
Standardized 
loadings 
Composite 
reliability 
Pc 
Average 
variance 
extracted Pvc 
Soc_1 <--- Social 0.754 0.83 0.56 
Soc_3 <--- Social 0.836 
Soc_4 <--- Social 0.763 
Soc_6 <--- Social 0.619 
Gra_1 <--- Gratification 0.848 0.85 0.66 
Gra_2 <--- Gratification 0.824 
Gra_7 <--- Gratification 0.764 
Val_1 <--- Value 0.693 0.87 0.62 
Val_2 <--- Value 0.902 
Val_3 <--- Value 0.862 
Val_5 <--- Value 0.677 
Adv_1 <--- Adventure 0.572 0.82 0.54 
Adv_2 <--- Adventure 0.856 
Adv_3 <--- Adventure 0.852 
Adv_4 <--- Adventure 0.627 
Rol_1 <--- Role 0.605 0.80 0.50 
Rol_2 <--- Role 0.824 
Rol_3 <--- Role 0.728 
Rol_4 <--- Role 0.66 
U_5 <--- Utilitarian 0.703 0.76 0.51 
U_6 <--- Utilitarian 0.824 
U_8 <--- Utilitarian 0.605 
Ideal_1 <--- Ideal 0.823 0.84 0.65 
Ideal_2 <--- Ideal 0.914 
Ideal_3 <--- Ideal 0.654 
Table 4.18: Correlation between constructs (non-food products study) 
Constructs Estimate Standard error P 
Utilitarian <--> Hedonic 0.264 0.058268946 0.0000000 
4.3.2.1.3.5 Summary 
Since in the first confirmatory factor analysis, the model fit was low and an 
inspection of item content leading to remove items failed content validity (Arnold 
and Reynolds, 2003, Hair et al., 2009). After removing the items, the scale 
measurement of shopping motivations was assessed by confirmatory factor analysis 
again. As a result, the scale measurement of shopping motivations was confirmed 
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and measured variables presented the latent constructs. In the next section, the scale 
measurement of shopping motivations was validated by confirmatory factor analysis 
using sample of processed-food product study. The summary of shopping motivation 
items was presented in table 4.19 
Table 4.19: The summary of shopping motivation items 
No. Adventure shopping 
items 
Item 
codes 
Status Reason of removal 
1 To me, shopping is an 
adventure 
Adv_1 Retained  
2 I find shopping 
stimulating 
Adv_2 Retained  
3 Shopping makes me feel 
fun, happy 
Adv_3 Retained  
4 Shopping makes me feel 
I am in my own universe 
Adv_4 Retained  
5 I like shopping because I 
find shopping fun and 
interesting 
Adv_5 Removed Not representative the 
domain based on the 
definition of adventure 
domain of (Arnold and 
Reynolds, 2003) 
6 I go shopping because 
shopping is my hobby 
Adv_6 Removed Not representative the 
domain based on the 
definition of adventure 
domain of (Arnold and 
Reynolds, 2003) 
No. Gratification shopping 
items 
Item 
codes 
  
1 When I am in down 
mood, I go shopping to 
make me feel better 
Gra_1 Retained  
2 I find shopping is a way 
to relieve stress 
Gra_2 Retained  
3 To me, shopping is a 
recreational activity  
Gra_6 Removed Not representative the 
domain based on the 
definition of gratification 
domain of (Arnold and 
Reynolds, 2003) 
4 To me, shopping is a 
recreational activity 
which help me forget my 
problems (unhappy) 
Gra_7 Retained  
5 Shopping is pleasurable 
even if you do not buy 
anything 
Gra_8 Removed Not representative the 
domain based on the 
definition of gratification 
domain of (Arnold and 
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Reynolds, 2003) 
6 I like shopping because I 
want to get out of house, 
have fun in new 
environment 
Gra_9 Removed Not representative the 
domain based on the 
definition of gratification 
domain of (Arnold and 
Reynolds, 2003) 
No. Role shopping items Item 
codes 
  
1 I like shopping for others 
because when they feel 
good I feel good 
Rol_1 Retained  
2 I feel happy when I buy 
necessary things for my 
special people (friends, 
parents, children…) 
Rol_2 Retained  
3 I enjoy shopping for my 
friends and family 
Rol_3 Retained  
4 I enjoy shopping around 
to find the perfect gift for 
someone 
Rol_4 Retained  
No. Value shopping items Item 
codes 
  
1 For the most part, I go 
shopping when there are 
sales 
Val_1 Retained  
2 I enjoy looking for 
discounts when I shop 
Val_2 Retained  
3 I enjoy hunting for 
bargains when I shop 
Val_3 Retained  
4 I go shopping to take 
advantage of sales 
Val_4 Removed Not representative the 
domain based on definition 
of value domain of (Arnold 
and Reynolds, 2003) 
5 I go shopping to look for 
a chance to buy price-
reduced products, sales 
promotion. 
Val_5 Retained  
No. Social shopping items Item 
codes 
  
1 I go shopping with my 
friends or family to 
socialize 
Soc_1 Retained  
2 I enjoy socializing with 
my friends or family 
when I shop 
Soc_2 Removed Not representative the 
domain based on the 
definition of social domain 
of (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003) 
3 To me, shopping with my 
friends and family is a 
Soc_3 Retained  
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chance to talk, discuss 
and share with them 
4 I enjoy socializing with 
others when I shop 
Soc_4 Retained  
5 I enjoy socializing with 
sales personnel when I 
shop 
Soc_5 Removed Not representative the 
domain based on the 
definition of social domain 
of (Arnold and Reynolds, 
2003) 
6 Shopping with others is a 
bonding  experience 
Soc_6 Retained  
No. Idea shopping items Item 
codes 
  
1 I go shopping to keep up 
with the trends 
Ideal_1 Retained  
2 I go shopping to keep up 
with the new fashions 
Ideal_2 Retained  
3 I go shopping to see what 
new products are 
available  
Ideal_3 Retained  
No. Utilitarian motivation 
items 
Item 
codes 
  
1  I go shopping because I 
want to buy products I 
need with less time 
(quickly). 
U_5 Retained  
2  I go shopping because I 
want to buy products I 
need with less costs 
(travel costs…). 
U_6 Retained  
3 I go shopping because I 
want to find reasonable 
price for products I need. 
U_7 Removed Not representative the 
domain based on the 
definition of Utilitarian 
domain of  (Dawson et al., 
1990) 
4 I go shopping because I 
want to find good price 
for the products I need. 
U_8 Retained  
4.3.2.1.4 Comfirmatory factor analysis - shopping motivations (processed food 
products study) 
4.3.2.1.4.1 Test of normality (processed food products study) 
Before conducting comfirmatory factor analysis for measurement model of shopping 
motivation, normality of the data (sample of processed-food products study) will be 
assessed because maximum likelihood is used to estimate the confimatory factor 
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model in this study and maximum likelihood estimation requires normality data (Hair 
et al., 2009). The procedure of test of normality for shopping motivation contructs in 
processed-food product study is the same as the procedure of the test of normality for 
shopping motivation contructs in non-food product study. As a result, Skewness of 
all the items was lower than 2 and Kurtosis of all the items was lower than 7 (see 
Appendix 19); therefore, the data set (shopping motivations) of processed-food 
products study was judged to be moderately normal (West et al., cited in Fabrigar et 
al., 1999) and maximum likelihood is used to estimate the confimatory factor model 
in this study (Hair et al., 2009). 
4.3.2.1.4.2 Comfirmatory factor analysis- shopping motivations (processed food 
products study) 
The confirmatory factor structure resulted in the study of non-food products was 
tested for stability and generalizability by using the sample of the study of processed 
food products. The 25-item second-order factor model was estimated using AMOS. 
The result showed that the model received the goodness of fit to the data, with Chi-
square/df = 1.961 (p=0.000), GFI =0.875 (close to 0.90), TLI= 0.911(higher than 
0.90), CFI= 0.921 (higher than 0.90) and RMSEA = 0.057 (below than 0.1) (Hair et 
al., 2009).  The confirmatory factor analysis results were presented in Figure 4.4 and 
Table 4.20 
Additionally, an inspection of the results showed that the measures were 
unidimensional because there was not any cross-loading, within-construct error 
covariance and between-construct error covariance (Hair et al., 2009). 
To assess convergent validity, factor loadings, variance extracted and reliability were 
examined. Firstly, all the value of factor loadings were substantial (higher than the 
value of 0.50) and significant (p < 0.001), which indicated the convergent validity 
(Hair et al., 2009). Secondly, variance extracted of all the constructs was higher than 
0.50, which suggested adequate convergence (Hair et al., 2009). Thirdly, reliability 
of constructs, an indicator of convergent validity, was higher than 0.60 (Hair et al., 
2009). The examination of factor loadings, variance extracted and reliability showed 
that the measures were convergent. 
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To assess the discriminant validity, an inspection of the correlation between 
constructs (utilititarian and hedonic motivations) indicated that the correlation was 
significantly less than 1 (p=0.000) as presented in table 4.21. As a result, 
discriminant validity exists (Bagozzi and Foxall, 1996). 
Figure 4.4:  Confirmatory factor analysis - Shopping motivations - the sample of 301 
(processed-food products study) 
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Table 4.20: Summary of shopping motivation construct measures (processed-food 
product study) 
 Standardized 
loadings 
Composite 
reliability Pc 
Average 
variance 
extracted Pvc 
Soc_1 <--- Social 0.746 0.83 0.55 
Soc_3 <--- Social 0.854 
Soc_4 <--- Social 0.758 
Soc_6 <--- Social 0.583 
Gra_1 <--- Gratification 0.827 0.83 0.63 
Gra_2 <--- Gratification 0.825 
Gra_7 <--- Gratification 0.721 
Val_1 <--- Value 0.681 0.84 0.57 
Val_2 <--- Value 0.786 
Val_3 <--- Value 0.795 
Val_5 <--- Value 0.762 
Adv_1 <--- Adventure 0.58 0.80 0.50 
Adv_2 <--- Adventure 0.796 
Adv_3 <--- Adventure 0.74 
Adv_4 <--- Adventure 0.697 
Rol_1 <--- Role 0.683 0.84 0.57 
Rol_2 <--- Role 0.792 
Rol_3 <--- Role 0.792 
Rol_4 <--- Role 0.748 
U_5 <--- Utilitarian 0.672 0.76 0.53 
U_6 <--- Utilitarian 0.897 
U_8 <--- Utilitarian 0.566 
Ideal_1 <--- Ideal 0.862 0.83 0.63 
Ideal_2 <--- Ideal 0.897 
Ideal_3 <--- Ideal 0.591 
Table 4.21: Correlation between constructs (processed food products study) 
Constructs Estimate Standard error P 
Utilitarian <--> Hedonic 0.226 0.056335236 0.0000000 
4.3.2.1.4.3 Summary 
In this section, the results showed that the scale measurement of shopping 
motivations was validated and the final set of items of shopping motivation 
constructs was the same for both the samples, sample of non-food products study and 
sample of processed-food products study. All items were presented in table 4.22 
 
 118 
 
Table 4.22: Summary of items of shopping motivation constructs 
No. Adventure shopping items Item codes 
1 To me, shopping is an adventure Adv_1 
2 I find shopping stimulating Adv_2 
3 Shopping makes me feel fun, happy Adv_3 
4 Shopping makes me feel I am in my own universe Adv_4 
No. Gratification shopping items Item codes 
1 When I am in down mood, I go shopping to make me feel better Gra_1 
2 I find shopping is a way to relieve stress Gra_2 
3 To me, shopping is a recreational activity which help me forget my problems (unhappy) Gra_7 
No. Role shopping items Item codes 
1 I like shopping for others because when they feel good I feel good Rol_1 
2 I feel happy when I buy necessary things for my special people (friends, parents, children…) Rol_2 
3 I enjoy shopping for my friends and family Rol_3 
4 I enjoy shopping around to find the perfect gift for someone Rol_4 
No. Value shopping items Item codes 
1 For the most part, I go shopping when there are sales Val_1 
2 I enjoy looking for discounts when I shop Val_2 
3 I enjoy hunting for bargains when I shop Val_3 
4 I go shopping to look for a chance to buy price-reduced products, sales promotion. Val_5 
No. Social shopping items Item codes 
1 I go shopping with my friends or family to socialize Soc_1 
2 To me, shopping with my friends and family is a chance to talk, discuss and share with them Soc_3 
3 I enjoy socializing with others when I shop Soc_4 
4 Shopping with others is a bonding  experience Soc_6 
No. Idea shopping items Item codes 
1 I go shopping to keep up with the trends Ideal_1 
2 I go shopping to keep up with the new fashions Ideal_2 
3 I go shopping to see what new products are available Ideal_3 
No. Utilitarian motivation items Item codes 
1 I go shopping because I want to buy products I need with less time (quickly). U_5 
2 I go shopping because I want to buy products I need with less costs (travel costs…). U_6 
3 I go shopping because I want to find good price for the products I need. U_8 
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4.3.2.2 Retail format attributes 
In this current study, there were 31 retail format attributes acquired in-depth 
interviews and developed by the researcher. Two questionnaires were developed for 
this current study, one for non-food products study and one for processed-food 
products study. In each questionnaire, there were 30 retail format attributes used, in 
which 29 retail format attributes are the same in both the questionnaires except that 
the questionnaire of non-food products study has “warranty” item which the 
questionnaire of processed-food products study do not have; and the questionnaire of 
processed-food products study has “hygiene” item which the questionnaire of non-
food products study do not have. 
Since “warranty” item and “hygiene” item was not really important and developed 
by the researcher, the “warranty” item was removed from non-food products study 
and “hygiene” was removed from processed-food products study in order to make 
the items identical in both the studies. The same remaining 29 retail format attributes 
were used for both the studies (non-food products study and processed-food products 
study). 
Firstly, component analysis model (Principal component analysis extract method and 
Varimax rotation) was used to reduce the retail format attributes to a small set of 
retail format attributes by using a sample combined by sample of study of non-food 
products and sample of study of processed-food products as preliminary analyses. 
The  component analysis model was used because it is “the most appropriate when 
data reduction is paramount” (Hair, 2006, p.122). Then Cronbach’s alpha was used 
to assess the reliability of the scale. After that, confirmatory factor analysis was used 
to assess the measurement model of retail format attributes constructs. 
4.3.2.2.1 Exploratory factor analysis 
Firstly, 29 items of retail format attributes were submitted to exploratory factor 
analysis with Principal component analysis extract method and Varimax rotation 
with the scree test criterion used to identify the optimum number of factors to extract. 
As a result, EFA produced four-factor model. The items which have low factor 
loading (<0.4), high cross-loading (>0.4) or low communalities (<0.3) will be deleted 
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(Hair et al., 2009). After inspecting, 04 items having low factor loading were Good 
quality, Many payment methods (Cash or credit cards), Good brand names 
(Products) and Bargaining price. Therefore, the 04 items were removed. There was 
an item having cross loading which was Quick checkout; however, this item was 
retained because after checking content validity, it was consistent with other items in 
the same factor (Spatial convenient location (proximity to your house, Low price, 
Promotions (discounts, sales promotions…)). 
Secondly, after removing the 04 items, the remaining 25 items were subjected to 
exploratory factor analysis again. After inspecting the result, one item was removed; 
it was Hours of operation (low Communalities (0.301)). 
Thirdly, after removing Hours of operation item, the remaining 24 items were 
subjected to exploratory factor analysis again. After inspecting the result, one item 
was removed; it was Free goods transportation service for goods (cross loading > 
0.4).   
Fourthly, after removing Free goods transportation service for goods item, the 
remaining 23 items were subjected to exploratory factor analysis again. After 
inspecting the result, no one item was removed; there are no items having low 
communalities (< 0.3), low factor loading (< 0.4) and high cross-loading (> 0.4) 
except one item namely Quick checkout retained as explained above; four-factor 
model accounted for 51.225 percent of the total variance. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy was 0.871. The Cronbach’s alpha was in a range 
from 0.643 to 0.825.  
Table 4.23: Exploratory factor analysis of retail format attributes 
Rotated Component Matrix(a) 
No Items 
Component 
1 2 3 4 
1 Ease of Product selection (see, compare and check goods) 0.692 
   
2 New products 0.671 
3 Variety of products from many different manufacturers 0.609 
4 Clear product origin (Products) 0.596 
5 Reasonable price (Products) 0.596 
6 Fixed and displayed prices 0.592 
7 Product safety (safety of products to your health) 0.508 
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8 Merchandise display (attractive and tidy displays, ease of looking for goods) 0.507 
9 Product design 0.506 
10 Cleanliness 
 
0.737 
11 Security (protection of shoppers against threats such as robbers, pickpockets..) 0.724 
12 Courtesy of personnel 0.701 
13 Motorbike park space 0.658 
14 Atmosphere (comfortable temperature, music, not noisy, lighting) 0.546 
15 Place to meet people 
 
0.797 
16 Place to spend time 0.695 
17 Presence of eating places (restaurants, foot court..) 0.685 
18 Presence of entertainment services (video games…) 0.581 
19 Ease of taking children to the shop 0.472 
20 Spatial convenient location (proximity to your house) 
 
0.776 
21 Low price 0.709 
22 Quick checkout (do not wait for long time to check out) 0.595 
23 Promotions (discounts, sales promotions…) 0.516 
 % of Variance 27.49 9.705 7.827 6.203 
 Crobach alpha 0.825 0.810 0.720 0.643 
4.3.2.2.1.1 Summary 
In this section, firstly, exploratory factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha was used to 
reduce the retail format attributes to a small meaningful set of retail format attributes 
by using a sample combined by sample of study of non-food products and sample of 
study of processed-food products as preliminary analyses. As a result, there were 
four groups of retail format attributes. In next section, groups of retail format 
attributes are labelled and confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess the 
measurement model. 
4.3.2.3 Labelling the factors  
In this section, the groups of retail format attributes resulted from exploratory factor 
analysis were labelled. Factor 1 includes 09 items, which relate to merchandise 
selection; therefore, factor 1 was labelled “Merchandise selection”. Factor 2 
includes 05 items, which relate to shopping environment; therefore, factor 2 was 
labelled “Shopping Environment”. Factor 3 includes 05 items which relate to store 
facilities; therefore, factor 3 was labelled “Store Facilities”. Factor 4 includes 04 
items, which relate to Location and Time Convenience; therefore, factor 4 was 
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labelled “Location and Time Convenience”. The summary of labelled factors is 
described in table 4.24 
Table 4.24: Factor labels 
Number Items Factor Label 
1 Ease of Product selection (see, compare and 
check goods) 
Factor 1 Merchandise selection 
2 New products 
3 Variety of products from many different 
manufacturers 
4 Clear product origin (Products) 
5 Reasonable price (Products) 
6 Fixed and displayed prices 
7 Product safety (safety of products to your 
health) 
8 Merchandise display (attractive and tidy 
displays, ease of looking for goods)  
9 Product design 
1 Cleanliness 
Factor 2 
Shopping 
Environment 
 
2 Security (protection of shoppers against 
threats such as robbers, pickpockets..) 
3 Courtesy of personnel 
4 Motorbike park space 
5 Atmosphere (comfortable temperature, 
music, not noisy, lighting) 
1 Place to meet people 
Factor 3 Store Facilities 
2 Place to spend time 
3 Presence of eating places (restaurants, foot 
court..) 
4 Presence of entertainment services (video 
games…) 
5 Ease of taking children to the shop 
1 Spatial convenient location (proximity to 
your house) 
Factor 4 
Location and 
Time 
Convenience 
2 Low price  
3 Quick checkout (do not wait for long time to 
check out) 
4 Promotions (discounts, sales promotions…) 
4.3.2.3.1 Confirmatory factor analysis – Retail format attributes– (Combined sample) 
4.3.2.3.1.1 Test of normality (combined sample) 
In this section, the model resulted from exploratory factor analysis for the combined 
sample was assessed by confirmatory factor analysis. Before conducting 
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comfirmatory factor analysis for measurement model of retail format attributes, 
normality of the data (combined sample) will be assessed because maximum 
likelihood is used to estimate the confimatory factor model in this study and 
maximum likelihood estimation requires normality data (Hair et al., 2009). The 
procedure of test of normality for retail format attributes is the same as the procedure 
of the test of normality for shopping motivation contructs. As a result, Skewness of 
all the items was lower than 2 and Kurtosis of all the items was lower than 7 (see 
Appendix 21); therefore, the data set (retail format attributes) was judged to be 
moderately normal (West et al., cited in Fabrigar et al., 1999) and maximum 
likelihood is used to estimate the confimatory factor model in this study (Hair et al., 
2009). 
4.3.2.3.1.2 Construct validity - Retail format attributes - Confirmatory factor 
analysis 
In this section, firstly, each group of retail format attributes will be assessed the 
validity by using confirmatory factor analysis, and then a full measurement model of 
retail format attributes will be assessed. 
Merchandise selection (Factor 1) 
09 items of Merchandise selection construct were subjected to CFA in the first time. 
As a result, the model fit was low (Chi-square/df = 6.606, p =0.000; GFI = 0.935; 
TLI = 0.858 ; CFI= 0.893; RMSEA=0.099) because TLI was rather low than 0.9 
(Hair et al., 2009). 
An inspection of content validity identified four items as candidate for deleting 
(Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). Firstly, product safety (safety of products to your 
health) was identified in qualitative study as important retail format attribute for 
processed-food products only, not retail format attribute for non-food products; Since 
the used sample was the combined sample (including sample of non-food product 
study and processed food study), Product safety was removed since they failed face 
validity or content validity (Hair et al., 2009, Churchill Jr, 1979) as well as to 
improve the generalizability of the scale. Secondly, since most the items refer to 
merchandise selection, not pricing, reasonable price was candidate for removal. 
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Thirdly, in the CFA model, Product design has very low loading (0.38), it was 
removed. Fourthly, new product item was removed because it explained for 02 
significant modification indices (7.024 and 81.675). In addition, as most of the items 
refer to merchandise selection, new products item was judged not consistent with 
other items so it was removed. 
After removing 04 items, the retained 05 items were subjected to CFA again. As a 
result, the model fit is good (Chi-square/df = 1.920, p =0.087; GFI = 0.993; TLI = 
0.986 ; CFI= 0.993; RMSEA=0.040 (Hair et al., 2009). The average variance 
extracted is 0.40 and composite reliability is 0.77. The confirmatory factor analysis 
results of Merchandise selection construct was presented in Figure 4.5 
Figure 4.5: Confirmatory factor analysis results of Merchandise selection construct 
 
Shopping Environment (Factor 2) 
05 items of Shopping Environment construct were subjected to CFA in the first time. 
As a result, the model fit was unacceptable (Chi-square/df = 14.771, p =0.000; GFI = 
0.948; TLI = 0.852 ; CFI= 0.926; RMSEA=0.155) because RMSEAwas higher 0.1 
(Hair et al., 2009). An inspection of modification indices identified one item as 
candidate for deleting (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003).  The item which was 
“Cleanliness” explained for 03 significant modification indices (in a range from 
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5.958 to 41.013). The item “Cleanliness” has similar meaning to the retained item 
“Atmosphere” but the item “Atmosphere” was more generalized and retained. 
After removing the Cleanliness item, the retained 04 items of Shopping Environment 
construct were subjected to CFA in the second time. As a result, the model fit was 
good (Chi-square/df = 3.188, p =0.041; GFI = 0.994; TLI = 0.976; CFI= 0.992; 
RMSEA=0.062) (Hair et al., 2009). However, Atmosphere has low loading of 0.48 
(<0.5). Since the loading of Atmosphere was close to 0.5, it was retained. The 
average variance extracted is 0.45 and composite  reliability is 0.76. The 
confirmatory factor analysis results of Shopping Environment construct was 
presented in Figure 4.6 
Figure 4.6: Confirmatory factor analysis results of Shopping Environment construct 
 
Store Facilities (Factor 3) 
05 items of Store Facilities construct were subjected to CFA in the first time. As a 
result, the model fit was acceptable (Chi-square/df = 4.614, p =0.000; GFI = 0.985; 
TLI = 0.935 ; CFI= 0.967; RMSEA=0.079) (Hair et al., 2009). However, there were 
two items having low loading, which are Presence of entertainment services (video 
games…) having a loading of 0.42 and Ease of taking children to the shop having a 
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loading of 0.48. As Presence of entertainment has lowest loading (0.42), it was 
removed. 
After removing item (Presence of entertainment services (video games…)), the 
retained 04 items were subjected to CFA in the second time. As a result, the model 
fit was acceptable (Chi-square/df = 6.354, p =0.002; GFI = 0.990; TLI = 0.931; CFI= 
0.977; RMSEA=0.096) (Hair et al., 2009).  The average variance extracted was 0.41 
and composite reliability= 0.73. The confirmatory factor analysis results of Store 
Facilities construct was presented in Figure 4.7 
Figure 4.7: Confirmatory factor analysis results of Store Facilities construct  
 
Location and Time Convenience (Factor 4) 
04 items of Location and Time Convenience construct were subjected to CFA in the 
first time. As a result, the model fit was unacceptable (Chi-square/df = 21.015, p 
=0.000; GFI = 0.967; TLI = 0.666 ; CFI= 0.889; RMSEA=0.186) because RMSEA 
was higher 0.1 and TLI was much lower than 0.90 (Hair et al., 2009). The 
confirmatory factor analysis results of Location and Time Convenience construct 
was presented in Figure 4.8 
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Figure 4.8: Confirmatory factor analysis results of Location and Time Convenience 
construct 
 
An inspection of modification indices identified one item as candidate for deleting 
(Arnold and Reynolds, 2003).  The item which was “Promotions” explained for 02 
significant modification indices (9.019 and 28.928).  In addition, “Promotions” has 
lowest loading of 0.31; therefore, it was a candidate for removing. 
After removing Promotions items, the Location and Time Convenience construct 
have only 03 items which could not be assessed by using CFA because the model 
having 03 items has 0 degrees of freedom (Hair et al., 2009). Therefore, the validity 
of Location and Time Convenience construct will be assessed in full measurement 
model for retail format attributes. 
4.3.2.3.1.3 Confirmatory factor analysis of full measurement model of retail 
format attributes 
After each construct of retail format attributes was assessed by CFA for validity, 
there were 07 items removed from a total of 23 items and the retained items were 16. 
A 16-item, four-construct confirmatory factor analysis was estimated using Amos 
using the combined sample. In the model, four constructs were free to correlate with 
each other. The fit of the first-order factor model was assessed. As a result, Model fit 
was acceptable (Chi-square/df = 4.101, p =0.000; GFI = 0.919 (higher than 1); TLI = 
0.853 (close to 0.9); CFI= 0.880 (close to 0.9); RMSEA=0.073 (lower than 0.1) (Hair 
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et al., 2009). However, there was an item having low loading, which was Low price 
(loading of 0.42); therefore, Low price was removed (Hair et al., 2009). 
 After removing Low price item, the remaining 15-items, four-construct confirmatory 
factor analysis was estimated again. As a result,  the model fit was increased and 
acceptable (Chi-square/df = 4.044, p =0.000; GFI = 0.927 (higher than 1); TLI = 
0.868 (close to 0.9); CFI= 0.893 (close to 0.9); RMSEA=0.073 (lower than 0.1) (Hair 
et al., 2009). The results of the confirmatory factor analysis were presented in Figure 
4.9 
Figure 4.9: Confirmatory factor analysis of retail format attributes (combined 
sample) 
 
Additionally, an inspection of the results showed that the measures were 
unidimensional because there was not any cross-loading, within-construct error 
covariance and between-construct error covariance (Hair et al., 2009). 
To assess convergent validity, factor loadings, variance extracted and reliability were 
examined. Firstly, all the value of factor loadings were substantial (higher than the 
value of 0.50) and significant (p < 0.001), which indicated the convergent validity 
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(Hair et al., 2009). Secondly, reliability of constructs, an indicator of convergent 
validity, was acceptable (from 0.73 to 0.77) (Hair et al., 2009) (See Table 4.25).  
Thirdly, average variance extracted of all the constructs was inspected. As a result, 
there were there three constructs (Store Facilities, Shopping Environment and 
Merchandise selection) having average variance extracted lower than 0.5 (Hair et al., 
2009). Average variance extracted of Merchandise selection was 0.40, Variance 
extracted of Shopping Environment was 0.45 and Variance extracted of Store 
Facilities was 0.41. Average variance extracted Location and Time Convenience was 
0.64. Since there are some constructs having average variance extracted lower than 
0.5, this is the limitation of the study. The examination of factor loadings, variance 
extracted and reliability showed that the measures were acceptably convergent. The 
factor loadings, variance extracted and reliability of the measures were presented in 
Table 4.25 
To assess the discriminant validity, an inspection of the correlation between 04 
constructs indicated that the correlation was significantly less than 1 (p=0.000). As a 
result, discriminant validity exists (Bagozzi and Foxall, 1996). The correlation 
between constructs was presented in Table 4.26 
Table 4.25: Summary of retail-format-attribute construct measures (combined 
sample) 
 
Items Construct Standardized loadings 
Composite 
reliability 
Pc 
Average 
variance 
extracted 
Pvc 
Quick checkout (do not wait for 
long time to check out) Location and Time 
Convenience 
0.997 0.76 0.64 
Spatial convenient location 
(proximity to your house) 0.533   
Ease of taking children to the shop 
Store Facilities 
0.551 0.73 0.41 
Place to spend time 0.605   
Place to meet people 0.754   
Presence of eating places 
(restaurants, foot court...) 0.629   
Atmosphere (comfortable 
temperature, music, not noisy, 
lighting) 
Shopping 
Environment 
0.514 0.76 0.45 
Security (protection of shoppers 
against threats such as robbers, 
pickpockets..) 
0.751   
Motorbike park space 0.727   
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Courtesy of personnel 0.66   
Ease of Product selection (see, 
compare and check goods) 
Merchandise 
selection 
 
0.69 0.77 0.40 
Variety of products from many 
different manufacturers 0.528   
Clear product origin (Products) 0.581   
Fixed and displayed prices 0.716   
Merchandise display (attractive and 
tidy displays, ease of looking for 
goods) 
0.646   
Table 4.26: Correlation between constructs (combined sample) 
Constructs Estimate Standard error P 
Location and Time 
Convenience <--> Store Facilities 0.18 0.041021733 0.00000 
Location and Time 
Convenience <--> 
Shopping 
Environment 0.341 0.039203349 0.00000 
Location and Time 
Convenience <--> 
Merchandise 
selection 0.24 0.040484028 0.00000 
Store Facilities <--> Shopping Environment 0.361 0.038890683 0.00000 
Store Facilities <--> Merchandise selection 0.391 0.038382945 0.00000 
Shopping Environment <--> Merchandise selection 0.738 0.028141135 0.00000 
4.3.2.3.1.4 Summary 
In this section, confirmatory factor analyses were used to assess the validity of retail 
format attribute constructs. As a result, the validity of the constructs was acceptable.  
4.3.2.4  Hypotheses of retail format attributes 
Hypotheses for the impact of retail format attributes on retail format choice were 
proposed the same for both the studies, study of non-food products and study of 
processed-food products. In the chapter 2, section 2.11, the two hypotheses are 
proposed for the impact of retail format attributes on retail format choice, which are 
presented as follows 
H3.1:  The more important the retail attribute pertaining to traditional markets is to 
the shopper, the more likely it is that he or she will shop in a traditional market than 
in a supermarket.  
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H3.2: The more important the retail attribute pertaining to supermarkets is to the 
shopper, the more likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a 
traditional market. 
The numerical label 3 for H3.1 and H3.2 meant that these hypotheses were grouped 
only for the impact of retail format attributes on shoppers’ retail format choice. H3.1 
was hypothesis for the impact of retail format attributes on the choice of traditional 
markets. H3.2 was hypothesis for the impact of retail format attributes on the choice 
of supermarkets. 
As a result of exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis, there were 
04 groups of retail format attributes which are Location and Time Convenience, 
Store Facilities, Shopping Environment and Merchandise selection. The Location 
and Time Convenience refer to the H3.1. The subsequently developed hypothesis 
from H3.1 was H3d. 
The Store Facilities, Shopping Environment and Merchandise selection constructs 
refer to the H3.2. The subsequently developed hypotheses from H3.2 were H3a, H3b 
and H3c; therefore, specific hypotheses were proposed for 04 groups of retail format 
attributes as follows. 
Hypotheses 3a - Merchandise selection 
Merchandise selection includes 05 attributes which are Ease of Product selection, 
Merchandise display, Variety of products from many different manufacturers, Clear 
product origin and Fixed and displayed prices. These 05 attributes were identified in 
the qualitative study and the researcher (Fixed and displayed prices) as important 
retail format attributes of supermarkets. 
Ease of Product selection and Merchandise display 
In Vietnam context, as results of the qualitative study in section 3.4.1, all the 
products in supermarkets are displayed on the shelves. Shoppers could see, compare 
and check goods or look for goods freely and easily (Hoai, 2010, Nhu, 2013). On the 
contrary, in traditional markets, there are many tiny sellers. Since each seller has a 
small space for displaying their products, not all of sellers’ products are displayed 
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and shoppers usually have to ask if the sellers have the products which shoppers 
need, that make shoppers inconvenient and uneasy to see, compare or select 
products. The presence of salespeople in traditional markets could result in shoppers 
having less freedom to explore shopping place and products (Nhu, 2013). In addition, 
supermarkets could provide more attractive displays than traditional markets (Hai, 
2012). Therefore, shoppers who want to see compare and check goods or look for 
goods freely and easily will likely choose supermarkets to shop at rather than 
traditional markets. 
Variety of products from many different manufacturers 
In Vietnam context, supermarkets could provide shoppers more plentiful and variety 
of products for selection than traditional markets (Hai, 2012). Supermarkets have 
strong financial resource so that they could have large product mix (variety of 
products from many different manufacturers). On the contrary, traditional markets 
have many tiny sellers and each seller has limited financial resource and usually sells 
mostly-wanted products; so that they could not have large product mix (variety of 
products from many different manufacturers) as supermarkets have. As result of the 
qualitative study, shoppers who want to see or buy variety of products from many 
different manufacturers will likely choose supermarkets to shop at rather than 
traditional markets. 
Clear product origin 
In Vietnam context, supermarkets have clearer product origin than traditional 
markets (Tra, 2014, HQ Online, 2014). As a result of qualitative study, products 
selling in supermarkets have clear origin and information of the product origin is also 
displayed clearly. When shoppers buy products in supermarkets, they could have 
receipts with the information of the product origin. On the contrary, information 
about product origin in traditional markets was not always clear and only assured by 
tiny sellers’ spoken words. Therefore, shoppers who want to see or buy products with 
clear product origin will likely choose supermarkets to shop at rather than traditional 
markets. 
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Fixed and displayed prices 
In supermarkets, the price of all products is always Fixed and displayed (Hoai, 
2010). Shoppers could check the price of the products they need easily, and they 
could compare products and select product with the fixed and displayed prices. In 
traditional markets, the price of products is not always fixed and displayed. Shoppers 
usually have to ask sellers for the price of the products they need, and since price is 
not always fixed, shoppers usually have to bargain with sellers, that make shoppers 
inconvenient to compare or select products (Hoai, 2010, Hoa, 2013, Nhu, 2013). 
More and more shoppers choose supermarkets to shop at than traditional markets 
because they do not want to waste time to bargain or they do not want to be 
overcharged (Tra, 2014, Hoai, 2010).  
Since Ease of Product selection, Merchandise display, Variety of products from 
many different manufacturers, Clear product origin and Fixed and displayed prices 
were grouped in factor 1, labelled Merchandise selection, it is proposed that 
H3a: The more important Merchandise Selection is to the shopper, the more 
likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional 
market. 
Hypotheses 3b - Shopping Environment 
Shopping Environment includes 04 attributes which are Atmosphere (comfortable 
temperature, music, not noisy, lighting), Security (protection of shoppers against 
threats such as robbers, pickpockets...), Motorbike park space and Courtesy of 
personnel. These 04 attributes were identified in the qualitative study as important 
retail format attributes of supermarkets.  
Atmosphere (comfortable temperature, music, not noisy, lighting) 
In Vietnam context, Traditional market is generally “dirty, unsanitary and very 
unpleasant” (Maruyama and Trung, 2007b, p.236). Supermarket is however clean, 
sanitary and pleasant place to shop. As a modern retail format, supermarket is 
equipped with air conditioners, better lighting compared with traditional market 
(Hoa, 2013) or better shopping environment (Hai, 2012). In addition, consumers can 
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enjoy music when shopping in supermarket rather than chaotic noise in traditional 
market. Therefore, in Vietnam context, supermarket has better atmosphere than 
traditional market and shoppers who want to have good atmosphere while going 
shopping could choose supermarkets to shop at rather than traditional markets. 
Security (protection of shoppers against threats such as robbers, pickpockets...) 
As a result of the qualitative study, in Vietnam context, supermarkets have better 
security service than traditional markets. Most of supermarkets hire professional 
security service from security companies. In addition, shoppers usually are warned 
via supermarkets’ speakers about pickpockets... On the contrary, traditional markets 
do not have professional security service and pickpockets were seen as a big problem 
of traditional markets (Hoa, 2013). 
Motorbike park space 
In Vietnam context, as result from the qualitative study, most supermarkets have 
motorbike park space and shoppers could have free parking service. On the contrary, 
most traditional markets do not have motorbike park space and shoppers have to pay 
for the parking service (Hoa, 2013).  
Courtesy of personnel 
In supermarkets, sales personnel are well trained and professional. As result from the 
qualitative study, if shoppers try the products but do not buy, there is not any 
problem to the shoppers. On the contrary, in traditional markets, if shoppers try the 
products but do not buy, shoppers could have some problems. Sellers could be 
unhappy and behave badly. In some cases, shoppers were forced to buy products if 
the shoppers tried the products but did not want to buy (Hoa, 2013).  
Since Atmosphere, Security, Motorbike park space and Courtesy of personnel were 
grouped in factor 2, labelled Shopping Environment, it is proposed that 
H3b: The more important Shopping Environment is to the shopper, the more 
likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional 
market. 
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Hypotheses 3c - Store Facilities 
Store Facilities include 04 items which are Place to meet people, Presence of eating 
places, Place to spend time and Ease of taking children to the shop. These 04 items 
were identified in the qualitative study and the researcher (Place to meet people) as 
important retail format attributes of supermarkets.  
In Vietnam context, traditional market is generally “dirty, unsanitary and very 
unpleasant” (Maruyama and Trung, 2007b, p.236) and supermarket is however clean, 
sanitary and pleasant place to shop. In addition, as explained above, supermarkets 
have better security, atmosphere, and motorbike park space. Moreover, the 
qualitative study also identified that supermarkets have more restaurants and foot 
courts (for example, KFC, Lotteria …) and more entertainment services (video 
games…). Therefore; supermarkets could be seen as a better place to meet people 
and spend time (Hoai, 2010), have more eating places as well as easier of taking 
children to the shop than traditional markets.  
Since Place to meet people, Presence of eating places, Place to spend time and Ease 
of taking children to the shop were grouped in factor 3, labelled Store Facilities, it is 
proposed that 
H3c: The more important Store Facilities is to the shopper, the more likely it 
is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional market. 
Hypotheses 3d- Location and Time Convenience 
In Vietnam context, Spatial convenient location (proximity to house) and Quick 
checkout (do not wait for long time to check out) were identified in the qualitative 
study as important retail format attributes of traditional markets.  Shoppers usually 
go shopping at traditional markets because traditional markets have more spatial 
convenient location than supermarkets have (K.D, 2015, HQ Online, 2014, Nhu, 
2013), so that shoppers could save costs (travel costs) and time (buying quickly).  
For Spatial convenient location, because there are significantly more traditional 
markets than supermarkets (Vietnam had 590 supermarkets and more than 9000 
traditional markets in 2012 (Hao, 2012)) and because most of these traditional 
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markets are located in densely populated areas, consumers have easier and closer 
access to purchase their goods in traditional markets compared with supermarkets to 
save time and shopping costs (travel costs..). Location was also identified as an 
important attribute influencing retail format choice (Goswami and Mishra, 2009, 
Sinha and Banerjee, 2004, Jayasankaraprasad and Cherukuri, 2010, Singh and 
Powell, 2002, Fotheringham, 1988).  
For Quick checkout attribute, since shoppers in traditional markets usually buy a 
small product quantity from different sellers, shoppers can get quick checkout from 
each seller and shoppers usually do not need to wait for long time for checkout. In 
case of supermarkets, it usually takes a long time for checkout because most of 
shoppers usually buy a large product quantity and shoppers usually have to queue for 
checkout even if he or she buys a small product quantity. Since Spatial convenient 
location (proximity to your house) and Quick checkout (do not wait for long time to 
check out) were grouped in factor 4, labeled Location and Time Convenience, it is 
proposed that 
H3d: The more important Location and Time Convenience is to the shopper, 
the more likely it is that he or she will shop in a traditional market than in a 
supermarket. 
4.3.2.5 Summary 
In this section, there were four main parts. Firstly, exploratory factor analysis and 
Cronbach’s alpha were used to reduce the retail format attributes to a small set of 
retail format attributes using combined sample (sample of study of non-food products 
and sample of study of processed-food products) as preliminary analyses. Secondly, 
the groups of the retail-format-attribute constructs were labelled. Thirdly, 
confirmatory factor analyses were used to assess the measurement model of retail 
format attributes constructs. The results showed that the scale measurement of retail 
format attributes constructs was confirmed and measured variables presented the 
latent constructs. Finally, hypotheses of retail format attributes were proposed. In 
next section, summated scales were calculated and the logistic regression model was 
run to test the hypotheses for this study. 
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4.4 LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODEL 
4.4.1 Introduction 
In this section, summated scales were calculated first and then logistic regression 
model was run to test hypotheses for two studies, non-food products study and 
processed foods study. The study of non-food products was examined first and the 
study of processed-food products was examined later. 
4.4.2 The study of non-food products 
The non-food products study was examined in two steps. Firstly, summated scales 
were created to use in subsequent analysis (logistic regression analysis) (Hair et al., 
2009). Because hedonic motivation, utilitarian motivation variables, retail format 
attributes (Merchandise selection, Shopping Environment, Store Facilities, Location 
and Time Convenience) are constructs which are measured by items (measured 
variables), summated scales needs to be calculated before running logistic regression 
model. “Summated scale is a composite value for a set of variables” and calculated 
by taking the average or sum of the variables in the scale (Hair, 2006, p.156). Before 
creating summated scale, the unidimensionality of the scale must be assessed by 
exploratory factor analysis or confirmatory factor analysis (Hair et al., 2009). 
Because the assessment of the measurement model of this study demonstrated the 
unidimensionality of the scales through confirmatory factor analysis, the summated 
scales were created to use in subsequent analysis (logistic regression analysis). 
Secondly, logistic regression model was run to test the hypotheses. 
4.4.2.1 Summated scales 
The summated scales of constructs were explained as follows. For utilitarian 
motivation construct and retail format attribute constructs, since they are 
unidimensional constructs, the summated scales were calculated by taking the 
average the variables in the scale. For hedonic motivation construct, since it is a 
multidimensional construct including six components, the summated scale of 
hedonic motivation construct was calculated by taking weighted average the 
variables in the scale. 
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4.4.2.1.1 Summated scale of shopping motivation 
For utilitarian motivation construct, summated scale was calculated by taking the 
average of the variables (U_5,  U_6 and U_8) in the scale. 
For second-order hedonic motivation construct, summated scale was calculated in 
two steps. In the first step, summated scale of each component of second-order 
hedonic motivation construct was calculated by taking the average of the variables in 
the scale such as adventure shopping (Adv_1, Adv_2, Adv_3 and Adv_4), 
gratification shopping (Gra_1, Gra_2 and Gra_7), role shopping (Rol_1, Rol_2, 
Rol_3 and Rol_4), value shopping (Val_1, Val_2, Val_3, Val_5), ideal shopping 
(Ideal_1, Ideal_2 and Ideal_3) and social shopping (Soc_1, Soc_3, Soc_4 and 
Soc_6). In the second step, because the second-order hedonic motivation construct 
comprised of six components, summated scale of second-order hedonic motivation 
construct was calculated by taking sum of summated scale of six components 
(adventure shopping, gratification shopping, role shopping, value shopping, ideal 
shopping and social shopping) with the weight of each component in summing 
procedure being the standardized regression weight of each component resulted in 
the confirmatory factor analysis in the study of non-food products. The summing 
procedure could be presented as follows 
Hedonic motivation composite value = Adventure shopping*0.854 + Gratification 
shopping *0.645 + Role shopping *0.499 + Value shopping *0.330 + Social 
shopping *0.539 + Ideal shopping *0.493. 
4.4.2.1.2 Summated scale of retail format attributes 
For retail format attributes (Merchandise selection, Shopping Environment, Store 
Facilities, Location and Time Convenience), summate scales was calculated by 
taking average of variables as follows: 
Summated scale of Merchandise selection (Factor 1) was calculated by taking 
average of 05 items which are Ease of Product selection, Variety of products from 
many different manufacturers, Clear product origin, Fixed and displayed prices and 
Merchandise display.  
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Summated scale of Shopping Environment (factor 2) was calculated by taking 
average of 04 items which are Atmosphere, Security, Motorbike park space and 
Courtesy of personnel.   
Summated scale of Store Facilities (factor 3) was calculated by taking average of 04 
items which are Ease of taking children to the shop, Place to spend time, Place to 
meet people and Presence of eating places.  
Summated scale of Location and Time Convenience (factor 4) was calculated by 
taking average of 02 items which are Spatial convenient location and Quick 
checkout.  
4.4.2.2 Logistic regression model 
Logistic regression model was estimated by using SPSS 16. The logistic regression 
model for non-food products study is described as following. 
F(x) = b0 + b1*Hedonic motivation + b2*Utilitarian motivation + b3* Merchandise 
selection + b4* Shopping Environment + b5* Store Facilities +b6* Location and 
Time Convenience+ b7*Age + b8*Average income. 
In the model, there were eight variables which include two shopping motivation 
variables, four retail attribute variables and two demographic variables. Firstly, 
goodness of fit of the model was assessed. The assessment of goodness of fit 
included chi-square test, pseudo , and predictive accuracy. Secondly, logistic 
coefficients were assessed to test hypotheses. 
4.4.2.2.1 Sample size 
Based on the number of estimated parameter and suggestion of Hair (2009) as 
explained in section 3.8.1.3 , the sample size for the logistic regression model which 
has 08 parameters (as in this current study) should have at least 160 respondents (10 
observations x2 groups x08 parameters =160), and the minimum sample size for each 
group should be 80 respondents (10 observations x 08 parameters =80).  
In non-food product study, the sample size was 276 in which supermarket group 
accounts for 127 respondents and traditional market group accounts for 149 
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respondents. Therefore, the sample size of each group satisfied the requirement of 
minimum sample size for each group (higher than 80). 
4.4.2.2.2 Statistics of independent variables (non-food products study) 
The statistics of independent variables of logistic regression model in non-food 
product study are presented in table 4.27, including means and standard deviations.  
An inspection of mean comparisons of retail format attributes in non-food products 
study suggests that the most important attribute is Merchandise Selection, then 
Shopping Environment, Location and Time Convenience and Store Facilities 
respectively.  
In this study, all the retail attribute variables were measured by five point Likert-
Scale (1 = not important, 5 very important) and the summated scales of retail format 
attribute constructs were calculated by taking the average the variables in the scale. 
Therefore, the mean values for retail format attributes is mean importance rating. 
In this study, all the items of shopping motivations were measured by seven point 
Likert-Scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 =strongly agree). For Utilitarian motivation, 
the summated scale was calculated by taking the average the variables in the scale. 
Therefore, the mean value for of Utilitarian motivation is mean agreement rating.  
For hedonic motivation, the summated scale of hedonic motivation was calculated by 
taking weighted average the variables in the scale. Based on the formula explained in 
Section 4.4.2.1.1, the mean value for hedonic motivation is 11.76 and the highest 
value is 23.52. 
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Table 4.27: Statistics of independent variables  
Statistics 
 Non-food products (276) Processed-food products (301) 
 N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Merchandise 
Selection 
276 4.03 0.62 301 4.12 0.63 
Shopping 
Environment 
276 3.90 0.72 301 3.97 0.66 
Store Facilities 276 2.69 0.80 301 2.89 0.80 
Location and Time 
Convenience 
276 3.26 0.83 301 3.55 0.81 
Utilitarian 276 5.00 1.22 301 5.12 1.22 
Hedonic 276 15.34 2.85 301 16.80 3.01 
To inspect the difference of shopping motivation and retail format attribute variables 
between the group of supermarket choice and the group of traditional markets choice, 
independent t-tests were done. The result of t-tests were presented in table 4.28 
Table 4.28: Result of t-tests (non-food products) 
 Retail format choice Mean p-value 
Merchandise Selection (factor1) Supermarket 4.1669 0.001 
Traditional market 3.9114 
Shopping Environment (factor2) Supermarket 4.0413 0.003 
Traditional market 3.7836 
Store Facilities (factor3) Supermarket 2.7697 0.144 
Traditional market 2.6309 
Location and Time Convenience (factor4) Supermarket 3.1732 0.097 
Traditional market 3.3389 
Hedonic Supermarket 15.8769 0.004 
Traditional market 14.8875 
Utilitarian Supermarket 4.8898 0.155 
Traditional market 5.1029 
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As a result, there are three variables showing the significant difference between the 
two groups. They are Merchandise Selection, Shopping Environment and Hedonic. 
The other three variables (Store Facilities, Location and Time Convenience and 
Utilitarian) did not show the significant difference between the two groups (see 
Appendix 22). Based on the T-test results, supermarket shoppers placed significantly 
more importance on Merchandise Selection and Shopping Environment than 
traditional market shoppers. In addition, supermarket shoppers had significant higher 
hedonic motivation than traditional market shoppers. Although there are three other 
variables not showing significant difference between the two groups, based on the 
qualitative findings, the variables were retained to test hypotheses in the logistic 
regression model. 
4.4.2.2.3 Chi-square test 
The chi-square test is a test for the difference between the -2LL value of the 
proposed model and the -2LL value of the null model. -2LL is referred to the value 
of -2 times the log of the likelihood value that is used by logistic regression model to 
measure model estimation fit (Hair et al., 2009). The proposed model is the model 
which has independent variables. The null model is the model which does not have 
any independent variable. If the difference is significant, the independent variables 
improve the model fit significantly (Hair et al., 2009). 
For the study of non-food products, the results showed that the model chi square had 
8 degrees of freedom and the value of chi-square was 33.676 with p-value = 0.000. 
This indicated that the test was significant and the independent variables in the 
proposed model improved the model fit significantly. The results of Chi-square test 
was presented in Table 4.29 
Table 4.29: Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients (non-food products study) 
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 
  Chi-square df Sig. 
Step 1 Step 33.676 8 .000 
Block 33.676 8 .000 
Model 33.676 8 .000 
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4.4.2.2.3.1 Pseudo  
R Square measures have similar meaning as R Square measures in linear regression. 
The higher R Square measures have, the better logistic regression model fits. In this 
study, the results of the model showed that Cox & Snell R Square of the model was 
0.115 and the Nagelkerke R Square was 0.153. The results of R Squares were 
presented in Table 4.30 
The R Squares were not high because there were other important factors affecting the 
retail format choice, which were not included in the model in this current study. For 
example: shopping trip types (Thomas and Christoph, 2009), shopping costs (Bell et 
al., 1998)... and because this current study only focused on the research objectives 
related to shopping motivations, retail format attributes and demographics. Since 
there were other important factors affecting the retail format choice which were not 
included in this model in this study, this is a limitation of this study. 
Table 4.30: Model Summary (non-food products study) 
Model Summary 
Step 
-2 Log 
likelihood 
Cox & Snell 
R Square 
Nagelkerke R 
Square 
1 347.185a .115 .153 
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 
because parameter estimates changed by less than 
.001. 
4.4.2.2.4 Predictive accuracy 
4.4.2.2.4.1 Hosmer and Lemeshow test 
Hosmer and Lemeshow test measures the overall predictive accuracy not only based 
on the likelihood value, but also on the comparison of observed events and predicted 
events. The better the model fit, the smaller is the difference between observed 
values and model-predicted value (Hair et al., 2009). 
The results showed that Hosmer and Lemeshow test had a significance of .731 which 
means that there were not significant differences between observed values and 
 144 
 
model-predicted value, and suggested that the model fit is acceptable. The result of 
Hosmer and Lemeshow test was presented in Table 4.31 and 4.32 
Table 4.31: Hosmer and Lemeshow Test (non-food products study) 
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test 
Step Chi-square df Sig. 
1 5.250 8 .731 
Table 4.32: Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test (non-food products 
study) 
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test 
  Retail format choice = 
supermarket 
Retail format choice = 
traditional market 
Total   Observed Expected Observed Expected 
Step 1 1 23 20.938 5 7.062 28 
2 18 18.145 10 9.855 28 
3 14 16.580 14 11.420 28 
4 15 15.080 13 12.920 28 
5 16 13.350 12 14.650 28 
6 13 11.980 15 16.020 28 
7 8 10.413 20 17.587 28 
8 7 8.845 21 19.155 28 
9 7 7.373 21 20.627 28 
10 6 4.297 18 19.703 24 
4.4.2.2.4.2 Classification matrix  
Classification matrix is used to evaluate the prediction of event occurrence and to 
develop hit ratio – percentage is correctly classified (Hair et al., 2009). The results 
showed that the percentage correctly classified of supermarket choice was 55.1% and 
the percentage correctly classified of traditional market choice was 71.8%. Overall, 
percentage of correctly classified (overall hit ratios) was 64.1%. The result was 
presented in Table 4.33 
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The percentage correctly classified of supermarket choice was calculated by using 
the number of individuals correctly classified by the logistic regression model to 
divide total number observations of supermarket group (70 / 127 x 100 = 55.1%).  
The percentage correctly classified of traditional market choice was calculated by 
using the number of individuals correctly classified by the logistic regression model 
to divide total number observations of traditional group (107 / 149 x 100 = 71.8%). 
Percentage of correctly classified (overall hit ratios) was calculated by using sum of 
number of individuals correctly classified by the logistic regression model for both 
groups to divide total number observations of both groups ((107+70) / 276 x 100 = 
64.1%). 
The hit ratio of traditional market choice is higher than supermarket choice suggested 
that the logistic regression model provided more accurate prediction for traditional 
market choice than supermarket choice for non-food products. 
Table 4.33: Classification Tablea (non-food products study) 
Classification Tablea 
 
Observed 
Predicted 
 Retail format choice 
Percentage 
Correct 
 
Supermarket 
Traditional 
market 
Step 1 retail format 
choice 
Supermarket 70 57 55.1 
Traditional 
market 42 107 71.8 
Overall Percentage   64.1 
a. The cut value is .500     
To assess the hit ratio for unequal group sizes as this current study, maximum chance 
criterion and proportional chance criterion could be used (Hair et al., 2009). 
Maximum chance criterion is based on group which has most subjects. Proportional 
chance criterion, not based on group which has most subjects, is used to classify 
correctly subjects of groups (Hair et al., 2009). Based on group which has most 
subjects, the maximum chance criterion is calculated to be 54 percent (lower than 
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64.1%). Proportional chance criterion is also calculated to be 50.3 percent (lower 
than 64.1%). 
Based on Hair’s (2006, p.303) suggestion that “The classification accuracy should be 
at least one-fourth greater than that achieved by chance”, the classification accuracy 
of this study should be at least 62.897% based on the proportional chance criterion 
(50.3% x 1.25 = 62.897%) since the logistic regression model was used to identify 
correctly members of both groups, not just the largest group (Hair et al., 2009). 
Therefore, the standard value is 62.897%. 
The overall hit ratio (percentage of case correctly classify) is 64.1% for the sample of 
non-food products study which is higher than the standard value (62.897 %). 
Therefore, the logistic regression model is considered acceptable in term of 
classification accuracy for the analysis sample.  
Holdout sample was not used for this current study due to the limitation of time and 
costs of the doctoral program. The minimum sample size of hold out sample for 
logistic regression model for 08 variables requires at least 160 respondents (8 
variables x 10 observations x2 groups). Since the sample of non-food product study 
is only 276, it is not enough sample size for both the analysis and holdout samples 
(total sample size is at least 2x160=320). This is a limitation of this study. 
4.4.2.2.5 Summary 
In this section, goodness of fit of the model was assessed by Chi-square test, 
Pseudo , predictive accuracy (Hosmer and Lemeshow test and Classification 
matrix). The results indicated that the model with the independent variables achieved 
adequate fit because of statistical significance and practical significance. In next 
section, logistic coefficients were assessed to test the hypotheses. 
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4.4.2.3 Hypotheses testing 
The statistical significance of logistic coefficient will be used to evaluate its effect on 
the estimated probability as well as the prediction of event occurrence (Hair et al., 
2009). If the statistical significance of logistic coefficients are lower than 0.05, the 
variables make a significant prediction. 
In the model, there were two shopping motivation variables, four retail attribute 
variables and two demographic variables.  
The results showed in Table 4.34 
Table 4.34: Variables in the Equation (non-food products study) 
Variables in the Equation 
  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
Step 1a Hedonic -.156 .051 9.253 1 .002 .856 
Utilitarian .243 .115 4.517 1 .034 1.276 
Merchandise Selection 
(factor1) -.612 .261 5.487 1 .019 .542 
Shopping Environment 
(factor2) -.268 .223 1.443 1 .230 .765 
Store Facilities (factor3) -.086 .187 .211 1 .646 .918 
Location and Time 
Convenience (factor4) .383 .172 4.972 1 .026 1.467 
Age .087 .132 .436 1 .509 1.091 
Income -.155 .164 .891 1 .345 .857 
Constant 4.011 1.254 10.228 1 .001 55.178 
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Hedonic, Utilitarian, Merchandise Selection 
(factor1), Shopping Environment (factor2), Store Facilities (factor3), Location and 
Time Convenience (factor4), Age, Income 
In the table, B presents original logistic coefficient. The sign of B presents the 
direction of the relationship when the independent variable changes (Hair, 2006). In 
this logistic regression model, the positive sign of B means that when independent 
variable increases, the predicted probability of traditional market choice increases or 
predicted probability of supermarket choice decreases, and vice versa for the 
negative sign. 
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Since original logistic coefficient makes the interpretation difficult because of it is 
“expressed in terms of logarithms”, exponentiated logistic coefficient or Exp(B) 
could be used, which is a “transformation (antilog) of the original logistic regression 
coefficient” (Hair, 2006, p.364). Exp(B) having the value higher than 1.0 presents the 
positive relationship and Exp(B) having the value lower than 1.0 presents negative 
relationship. When Exp(B) is equal to 1.0, there is not direction relationship (Hair, 
2006).  
Wald is Wald statistic used by Logistic regression to assess if the logistic coefficients 
significant, which is different from t-value in multiple regression (Hair, 2006). Sig is 
the statistical significance of estimated coefficient in the logistic regression model. If 
the estimated coefficient is statistically significant, it could be interpret to have 
influence on the predicted probability (Hair, 2006). 
S.E. is the standard error and df is the degrees of freedom for Wald statistic. “There 
is only one degree of freedom because there is only one predictor in the model, 
namely the constant”(UCLA, n.d). 
4.4.2.3.1 Shopping motivations 
H1: Hedonic-motivated shoppers are more likely to shop at supermarkets 
than at traditional markets 
Hedonic shopping motivation variable has negative and significant coefficient that 
imply that a shopper who is motivated by hedonic motivation is more likely to shop 
at supermarkets than at traditional markets. T-test result of Hedonic shopping 
motivation also showed the difference between two groups. The group of 
supermarket shoppers have significant higher hedonic motivation than the group of 
traditional market shoppers (see Appendix 22). This supported hypothesis H1.  
H2: Utilitarian-motivated shoppers are more likely to shop at traditional 
markets than at supermarkets. 
Utilitarian shopping motivation variable has positive and significant coefficient that 
imply that a shopper who is motivated by Utilitarian motivation is more likely to 
shop at traditional markets than supermarkets. Although T-test result of Utilitarian 
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shopping motivation did not show the difference between two groups (see Appendix 
23), when combining with other variables in logistic regression model, Utilitarian 
motivation significantly impact the choice of traditional market. This supported 
hypothesis H2.  
4.4.2.3.2 Retail format attributes 
H3a: The more important Merchandise Selection is to the shopper, the more 
likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional 
market. 
Merchandise Selection (factor 1) includes 05 items which are Ease of Product 
selection, Variety of products from many different manufacturers, Clear product 
origin, Fixed and displayed prices and Merchandise display. Merchandise Selection 
(factor 1) has negative and significant coefficient that imply that hypothesis H3a is 
supported. In addition, T-test result of Merchandise Selection also showed the 
difference between two groups. The group of supermarket shoppers placed 
significantly more importance on Merchandise Selection than the group of traditional 
market shoppers (see Appendix 22). Therefore, Consumers who are highly 
concerned about Merchandise Selection will be likely shop at shop at traditional 
markets 
H3b: The more important Shopping Environment is to the shopper, the more 
likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional 
market. 
Shopping Environment (factor 2) includes 04 items which are Atmosphere, 
Security, Motorbike park space and Courtesy of personnel.  T-test result of Shopping 
Environment showed the difference between two groups. The group of supermarket 
shoppers place more importance on Shopping Environment than the group of 
traditional market shoppers (see Appendix 22). However, when combining with 
other variables in logistic regression model, Shopping Environment did not 
significantly impact the choice of traditional market. Shopping Environment (factor 
2) variable has not significant coefficient that imply that hypothesis H3b is not 
supported.  
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H3c: The more important Store Facilities (factor 3) is to the shopper, the 
more likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional 
market. 
Store Facilities (factor 3) includes 04 items which are Ease of taking children to the 
shop, Place to spend time, Place to meet people and Presence of eating places. T-test 
result of Store Facilities did not show the difference between two groups (see 
Appendix 22).  In logistic regression model, Store Facilities (factor 3) variable has 
not significant coefficient that imply that hypothesis H3c is not supported. 
H3d: The more important Location and Time Convenience is to the shopper, 
the more likely it is that he or she will shop in a traditional market than in a 
supermarket. 
Location and Time Convenience (factor 4) includes 02 items which are Spatial 
convenient location and Quick checkout. Although T-test result of Location and 
Time Convenience did not show the difference between two groups (see Appendix 
22), when combining with other variables in logistic regression model, Location and 
Time significantly impact the choice of traditional market. Location and Time 
(factor 4) variable has positive and significant coefficient that imply that hypothesis 
H3d is supported. Consumers who are highly concerned about Location and Time 
Convenience will be likely shop at shop at traditional markets 
4.4.2.3.3 Demographic variables 
H4a: The higher the income shoppers have, the more likely shoppers would 
shop at supermarkets. 
H4b: The older the shoppers are, the more likely they would shop at 
traditional markets. 
Age and average household income variables were not statistically significant so that 
the hypotheses H4a and H4b were not supported. 
Chi-square test was done to inspect the relationship between income and retail 
format choice. As a result, there is not significant relationship between income and 
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retail format choice. The Chi-square value is 2.753, df =3 and p-value is 0.431 (see 
Appendix 23) 
Chi-square test was done to inspect the relationship between age and retail format 
choice. As a result, there is not significant relationship between age and retail format 
choice. The Chi-square value is 1.558, df=3 and p-value is 0.669 (see Appendix 24) 
In addition, based on Exp(B), Merchandise Selection attribute was suggested to have 
more impact of supermarket choice than Hedonic motivation. Location and Time 
Convenience Time attribute was suggested to have more impact of traditional market 
choice than Utilitarian motivation. 
The correlations between eight variables are low (see Appendix 25). The largest 
correlation coefficient (non-food products study) is the correlation coefficient 
between Merchandise Selection (factor 1) and Shopping Environment (factor 2) (-
0.488). The correlation matrix indicated no multicollinearity since all the correlation 
coefficient of the variables is lower than 0.7 (Ott and Longnecker, cited in Seock, 
2009). 
4.4.2.3.4 Summary 
In this section, the regression logistic model was used to test the hypotheses for non-
food product study. The results showed that hedonic shopping motivation and 
utilitarian shopping motivation had significant impact on the retail format choice 
(supermarkets and traditional markets). For the retail format attributes, there were 
two attributes which had significant affect on retail format choice. They were 
Location and Time Convenience, and Merchandise Selection. The other two retail 
attributes which are Shopping Environment and Store Facilities were found not 
significant on the retail format choice. For demographic variables, age and average 
household income was found not important in the retail format choice. 
4.4.3 Processed food products 
As it is with the study of non-food products study, the processed-food products study 
was examined in two steps. Firstly, summated scales of hedonic motivation, 
utilitarian motivation and retail format attribute variables were created to use in 
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subsequent analysis (logistic regression analysis). Secondly, logistic regression 
model was run to test the hypotheses. 
4.4.3.1 Summated scales 
4.4.3.1.1 Summated scale of shopping motivations 
For utilitarian motivation construct, summated scale was calculated by taking the 
average of the variables (U_5,  U_6 and U_8) in the scale. 
For second-order hedonic motivation construct, summated scale was calculated in 
two steps. In the first step, summated scale of each component of second-order 
hedonic motivation construct was calculated by taking the average of the variables in 
the scale such as adventure shopping (Adv_1, Adv_2, Adv_3 and Adv_4), 
gratification shopping (Gra_1, Gra_2 and Gra_7), role shopping (Rol_1, Rol_2, 
Rol_3 and Rol_4), value shopping (Val_1, Val_2, Val_3, Val_5), ideal shopping 
(Ideal_1, Ideal_2 and Ideal_3) and social shopping (Soc_1, Soc_3, Soc_4 and 
Soc_6). In the second step, because the second-order hedonic motivation construct 
comprised of six components, summated scale of second-order hedonic motivation 
construct was calculated by taking sum of summated scale of six components 
(adventure shopping, gratification shopping, role shopping, value shopping, ideal 
shopping and social shopping) with the weight of each component in summing 
procedure being the standardized regression weight of each component resulted in 
the confirmatory factor analysis in the study of processed-food products. The 
summing procedure could be presented as follows 
Hedonic motivation composite value = Adventure shopping*0.825 + Gratification 
shopping *0.791 + Role shopping *0.593 + Value shopping *0.387 + Social 
shopping *0.438 + Ideal shopping *0.539 
4.4.3.1.2 Summated scale of retail format attributes 
For retail format attributes (Merchandise selection, Shopping Environment, Store 
Facilities, Location and Time Convenience), summate scales were calculated the 
same as in the study of non-food product study. 
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4.4.3.2 Logistic regression model 
The same as the non-food product study, logistic regression model was estimated by 
using SPSS 16. The logistic regression model for non-food products study is 
described as following. 
F(x) = b0 + b1*Hedonic motivation + b2*Utilitarian motivation + b3* Merchandise 
selection + b4* Shopping Environment + b5* Store Facilities +b6* Location and 
Time Convenience+ b7*Age + b8*Average income. 
In the model, there were eight variables which include two shopping motivation 
variables, four retail attribute variables and two demographic variables. Firstly, 
goodness of fit of the model was assessed. The assessment of goodness of fit 
included chi-square test, pseudo , and predictive accuracy. Secondly, logistic 
coefficients were assessed to test hypotheses. 
4.4.3.2.1 Sample size 
In processed-food product study, the sample size was 301 in which supermarket 
group accounts for 176 respondents and traditional market group accounts for 125 
respondents. The sample size satisfied the requirement of minimum sample size for 
each group (higher than 80) for the logistic regression model having 08 parameters as 
explained in the non-food product study. 
4.4.3.2.2 Statistics of independent variables (processed-food products study) 
The same as the non-food products study, the statistics of independent variables of 
logistic regression model in processed-food products study are presented in table 
4.27. After inspecting, the means and standard deviations are quite similar between 
the study of non-food products and the study of processed food product.  
An inspection of mean comparisons of retail format attributes in processed-food 
products study suggests that the most important attribute is Merchandise Selection, 
then Shopping Environment, Location and Time Convenience and Store Facilities 
respectively, which is the same as the study of non-food product study. 
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As explained in the non-product study, the mean values for retail format attributes is 
mean of importance rating. The mean value for of Utilitarian motivation is mean of 
agreement rating.  
For hedonic motivation, the summated scale of hedonic motivation was calculated by 
taking weighted average the variables in the scale. Based on the formula explained in 
Section 4.4.3.1.1, the mean value for hedonic motivation is 12.5055 and the highest 
value is 25.011. 
To inspect the difference of shopping motivations and retail format attributes 
between the group of supermarket choice and the group of traditional markets choice, 
independent t-tests were done. The result of t-tests were presented in table 4.35 
Table 4.35: Result of t-tests (processed-food products) 
 Retail format choice Mean p-value 
Merchandise Selection (factor1) Supermarket 4.2364 0.000 
Traditional market 3.96 
Shopping Environment (factor2) Supermarket 4.0838 0.000 
Traditional market 3.816 
Store Facilities (factor3) Supermarket 3.0256 0.000 
Traditional market 2.69 
Location and Time Convenience (factor4) Supermarket 3.483 0.081 
Traditional market 3.648 
Hedonic Supermarket 17.6858 0.000 
Traditional market 15.5481 
Utilitarian Supermarket 5.0758 0.453 
Traditional market 5.1787 
 As a result, there are four variables showing the significant difference between the 
two groups. They are Merchandise Selection, Shopping Environment, Store 
Facilities, and Hedonic. The other two variables (Location and Time Convenience 
and Utilitarian) did not show the significant difference between the two groups (see 
Appendix 26). Based on the T-test results, supermarket shoppers placed significantly 
more importance on Merchandise Selection, Shopping Environment and Store 
Facilities than traditional market shoppers. In addition, supermarket shoppers had 
significant higher hedonic motivation than traditional market shoppers. Although 
there are two variables not showing significant difference between the two groups, 
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based on the qualitative findings, the variables were retained to test in the logistic 
regression model. 
4.4.3.2.3 Chi-square test 
The chi-square test is a test for the difference between the -2LL value of the 
proposed model and the -2LL value of the null model. The proposed model is the 
model which has independent variables. The null model is the model which does not 
have any independent variable. If the difference is significant, the independent 
variables improve the model fit significantly (Hair et al., 2009). 
For the study of processed-food products, the results showed that the model chi 
square had 8 degrees of freedom and the value of chi-square was 69.603 with p-value 
= 0.000. This indicated that the test was significant and the independent variables in 
the proposed model improved the model fit significantly. The results of Chi-square 
test was presented in Table 4.36 
Table 4.36: Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients (processed-food products study) 
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 
  Chi-square df Sig. 
Step 1 Step 69.603 8 .000 
Block 69.603 8 .000 
Model 69.603 8 .000 
4.4.3.2.4 Pseudo  
R Square measures have similar meaning as R Square measures in linear regression. 
The higher R Square measures have, the better logistic regression model fits. In this 
study, the results of the model showed that Cox & Snell R Square of the model was 
0.206 and the Nagelkerke R Square was 0.278. The results of R Squares were 
presented in Table 4.37 
The R Squares were not high because there were other important factors affecting the 
retail format choice, which were not included in the model in this current study. For 
example: shopping trip types (Thomas and Christoph, 2009), shopping costs (Bell et 
al., 1998)... and because this current study only focused on the research objectives 
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related to shopping motivations, retail format attributes and demographics. Since 
there were other important factors affecting the retail format choice which were not 
included in this model in this study, this is a limitation of this study. 
Table 4.37: Model Summary (processed-food products study) 
Model Summary 
Step 
-2 Log 
likelihood 
Cox & Snell 
R Square 
Nagelkerke R 
Square 
1 338.989a .206 .278 
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 
because parameter estimates changed by less than 
.001. 
4.4.3.2.5 Predictive accuracy 
4.4.3.2.5.1 Hosmer and Lemeshow test 
Hosmer and Lemeshow test measures the overall predictive accuracy not only based 
on the likelihood value, but also on the comparison of observed events and predicted 
events. The better the model fit, the smaller is the difference between observed 
values and model-predicted value (Hair et al., 2009).  
The results showed that Hosmer and Lemeshow test had a significance of 0.321 
which means that there were not significant differences between observed values and 
model-predicted value, and suggested that the model fit is acceptable. The result of 
Hosmer and Lemeshow test was presented in Table 4.38 and 4.39 
Table 4.38: Hosmer and Lemeshow Test (processed-food products study) 
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test 
Step Chi-square df Sig. 
1 9.263 8 .321 
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Table 4.39: Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test (processed-food 
products study) 
Contingency Table for Hosmer and Lemeshow Test 
  Retail format choice = 
supermarket 
Retail format choice = 
traditional market 
Total   Observed Expected Observed Expected 
Step 1 1 28 27.160 2 2.840 30 
2 22 24.708 8 5.292 30 
3 27 23.018 3 6.982 30 
4 21 21.558 9 8.442 30 
5 17 19.911 13 10.089 30 
6 17 17.867 13 12.133 30 
7 17 15.075 13 14.925 30 
8 12 12.490 18 17.510 30 
9 12 9.087 18 20.913 30 
10 3 5.127 28 25.873 31 
4.4.3.2.5.2 Classification matrix  
Classification matrix is used to evaluate the prediction of event occurrence and to 
develop hit ratio – percentage is correctly classified (Hair et al., 2009). The results 
showed that the percentage correctly classified of supermarket choice was 80.7 % 
and the percentage correctly classified of traditional market choice was 57.6 %. 
Overall, percentage of correctly classified (overall hit ratios) was 71.1%. The result 
was presented in Table 4.40 
The percentage correctly classified of supermarket choice was calculated by using 
the number of individuals correctly classified by the logistic regression model to 
divide total number observations of supermarket group (142 / 176 x 100 = 80.7%).  
The percentage correctly classified of traditional market choice was calculated by 
using the number of individuals correctly classified by the logistic regression model 
to divide total number observations of traditional group (72 / 125 x 100 = 57.6%). 
Percentage of correctly classified (overall hit ratios) was calculated by using sum of 
number of individuals correctly classified by the logistic regression model for both 
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groups to divide total number observations of both groups ((142+72) / 301 x 100 = 
71.1%). 
The hit ratio of supermarket choice is higher than traditional market choice suggested 
that the logistic regression model provided more accurate prediction for supermarket 
choice than traditional market choice for processed-food products. 
Table 4.40: Classification Tablea (processed-food products study) 
Classification Tablea 
 
Observed 
Predicted 
 Retail format choice 
Percentage 
Correct 
 
Supermarket 
Traditional 
market 
Step 1 retail format 
choice 
supermarket 142 34 80.7 
traditional market 53 72 57.6 
Overall Percentage   71.1 
a. The cut value is .500     
To assess the hit ratio for unequal group sizes as this current study, maximum chance 
criterion and proportional chance criterion could be used (Hair et al., 2009). 
Maximum chance criterion is based on group which has most subjects. Proportional 
chance criterion, not based on group which has most subjects, is used to classify 
correctly subjects of groups (Hair et al., 2009). 
Based on group which has most subjects, the maximum chance criterion is calculated 
to be 58.5 percent (lower than 71.1 %). Proportional chance criterion is also 
calculated to be 51.43 percent (lower than 71.1%).  
Based on Hair’s (2006, p.303) suggestion that “the classification accuracy should be 
at least one-fourth greater than that achieved by chance”, the classification accuracy 
of this study should be at least 64.3 percent based on the proportional chance 
criterion (51.43% x 1.25 = 64.3%) since the logistic regression model was used to 
identify correctly members of both groups, not just the largest group (Hair et al., 
2009). Therefore, the standard value is 64.3 percent. 
The overall hit ratio (percentage of case correctly classify) is 71.1 % for the sample 
of processed food product study which is higher than the standard value (64.3 
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percent). Therefore, the logistic regression model is considered acceptable in term of 
classification accuracy for the analysis sample. 
Holdout sample was not used for this current study due to the limitation of time and 
costs of the doctoral program. The minimum sample size of hold out sample for 
logistic regression model for 8 variables requires at least 160 respondents (8 
variables x 10 observations x2 groups). Since the sample of processed -food product 
study is only 301, it is not enough sample size for both the analysis and holdout 
samples (total sample size is at least 2x160=320). This is a limitation of this study. 
4.4.3.2.6 Summary 
In this section, goodness of fit of the model was assessed by Chi-square test, 
Pseudo , predictive accuracy (Hosmer and Lemeshow test and Classification 
matrix). The results indicated that the model with the independent variables achieved 
adequate fit because of statistical significance and practical significance. In next 
section, logistic coefficients were assessed to test the hypotheses. 
4.4.3.3 Hypotheses testing 
The statistical significance of logistic coefficient will be used to evaluate its effect on 
the estimated probability as well as the prediction of event occurrence (Hair et al., 
2009). If the statistical significance of logistic coefficients are lower than 0.05, the 
variables make a significant prediction. 
In the model, there were two shopping motivation variables, four retail attribute 
variables and two demographic variables. The results were showed in table 4.41 
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Table 4.41: Variables in the Equation (processed-food products study) 
Variables in the Equation 
  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
Step 1a Merchandise Selection 
(factor1) -.632 .281 5.073 1 .024 .531 
Shopping Environment 
(factor2) -.196 .269 .533 1 .465 .822 
Store Facilities (factor3) -.146 .194 .567 1 .451 .864 
Location and Time 
Convenience (factor4) .428 .184 5.411 1 .020 1.535 
Hedonic -.243 .053 20.987 1 .000 .784 
Utilitarian .313 .122 6.572 1 .010 1.367 
Age .356 .130 7.506 1 .006 1.427 
Income -.334 .161 4.303 1 .038 .716 
Constant 4.404 1.256 12.301 1 .000 81.773 
a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Merchandise Selection (factor1), Shopping 
Environment (factor2), Store Facilities (factor3), Location and Time Convenience 
(factor4), Hedonic, Utilitarian, Age, Income. 
4.4.3.3.1.1 Shopping motivations 
H1: Hedonic-motivated shoppers are more likely to shop at supermarkets 
than at traditional markets 
Hedonic shopping motivation variable has negative and significant coefficient that 
imply that a shopper who is motivated by hedonic motivation is more likely to shop 
at supermarkets than at traditional markets. T-test result of Hedonic shopping 
motivation also showed the difference between two groups. The group of 
supermarket shoppers have more hedonic motivation than the group of traditional 
market shoppers (see Appendix 26). This supported hypothesis H1.   
H2: Utilitarian-motivated shoppers are more likely to shop at traditional 
markets than at supermarkets. 
Utilitarian shopping motivation variable has positive and significant coefficient that 
imply that a shopper who is motivated by Utilitarian motivation is more likely to 
shop at traditional markets than supermarkets. Although T-test result of Utilitarian 
shopping motivation did not show the difference between two groups (see Appendix 
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26), when combining with other variables in logistic regression model, Utilitarian 
motivation significantly impact the choice of traditional market. This supported 
hypothesis H2.  
4.4.3.3.1.2 Retail format attributes 
H3a: The more important Merchandise Selection is to the shopper, the more 
likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional 
market. 
Merchandise Selection (factor 1) includes 05 items which are Ease of Product 
selection, Variety of products from many different manufacturers, Clear product 
origin, Fixed and displayed prices and Merchandise display. Merchandise Selection 
(factor 1) has negative and significant coefficient that imply that hypothesis H3a is 
supported. In addition, T-test result of Merchandise Selection also showed the 
difference between two groups. The group of supermarket shoppers placed more 
importance on Merchandise Selection than the group of traditional market shoppers 
(see Appendix 26). Therefore, Consumers who are highly concerned about 
Merchandise Selection will be likely shop at shop at traditional markets 
H3b: The more important Shopping Environment is to the shopper, the more 
likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional 
market. 
Shopping Environment (factor 2) includes 04 items which are Atmosphere, 
Security, Motorbike park space and Courtesy of personnel.  T-test result of Shopping 
Environment showed the difference between two groups. The group of supermarket 
shoppers place more importance on Shopping Environment than the group of 
traditional market shoppers (see Appendix 26). However, when combining with 
other variables in logistic regression model, Shopping Environment did not 
significantly impact the choice of traditional market. Shopping Environment (factor 
2) variable has not significant coefficient that imply that hypothesis H3b is not 
supported.  
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H3c: The more important Store Facilities (factor 3) is to the shopper, the 
more likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional 
market. 
Store Facilities (factor 3) includes 04 items which are Ease of taking children to the 
shop, Place to spend time, Place to meet people and Presence of eating places. T-test 
result of Store Facilities showed the difference between two groups. The group of 
supermarket shoppers place more importance on Store Facilities than the group of 
traditional market shoppers (see Appendix 26). However, when combining with 
other variables in logistic regression model, Store Facilities did not significantly 
impact the choice of traditional market. Store Facilities (factor 3) variable has not 
significant coefficient that imply that hypothesis H3c is not supported. 
H3d: The more important Location and Time Convenience is to the shopper, 
the more likely it is that he or she will shop in a traditional market than in a 
supermarket. 
Location and Time Convenience (factor 4) includes 02 items which are Spatial 
convenient location and Quick checkout. Although T-test result of Location and 
Time Convenience did not show the difference between two groups (see Appendix 
26), when combining with other variables in logistic regression model, Location and 
Time Convenience significantly impact the choice of traditional market. Location 
and Time Convenience (factor 4) variable has positive and significant coefficient 
that imply that hypothesis H3d is supported. Consumers who are highly concerned 
about Location and Time Convenience will be likely shop at shop at traditional 
markets 
4.4.3.3.1.3 Demographic variables 
H4a: The higher the income shoppers have, the more likely shoppers would 
shop at supermarkets. 
Average household income variable has negative and significant coefficient so that 
the hypotheses H4a were supported. This finding implies that higher-income 
shoppers will likely shop at supermarkets. 
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H4b: The older the shoppers are, the more likely they would shop at 
traditional markets.  
Age variable has positive and statistical significant coefficient so that the hypotheses 
H4b were supported. This finding implies that older shoppers will likely shop at 
traditional markets.  
In addition, based on Exp(B), Merchandise Selection attribute was suggested to have 
most impact of supermarket choice, then income and Hedonic motivation 
respectively. Location and Time Convenience attribute was suggested to have most 
impact on traditional market choice, then age and Utilitarian motivation respectively. 
The correlation between eight variables is low. The largest correlation coefficient 
(processed-food products study) is the correlation coefficient between Merchandise 
Selection and Shopping Environment (-0.463) (see Appendix 27).  . The correlation 
matrix indicated no multicollinearity since all the correlation coefficient of the 
variables is lower than 0.7 (Ott and Longnecker, cited in Seock, 2009). 
4.4.3.3.2 Summary 
In this section, the regression logistic model was used to test the hypotheses for 
processed-food product study. The results showed that hedonic shopping motivation 
and utilitarian shopping motivation had significant impact on the retail format choice 
(supermarkets and traditional markets). For the retail format attributes, there were 
two attributes which had significant affect on retail format choice. They were 
Location and Time Convenience and Merchandise Selection. The other two retail 
attributes which are Shopping Environment and Store Facilities were found not 
significant on the retail format choice. For demographic variables, age and average 
household income had significant influence on the retail format choice. 
4.5 SUMMARY 
This chapter presented the data analysis results by using logistic regression model. 
For shopping motivation constructs, firstly, measurement model was purified by 
exploratory factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha by using a combined sample 
(sample of study of non-food products and sample of study of processed-food 
 164 
 
products) as preliminary analyses. Secondly, confirmatory factor analysis was used 
to assess the measurement model of shopping motivation constructs using only 
sample of study of non-food products. Thirdly, the measurement model was 
validated by replicating the confirmatory factor structure using the sample of 
processed foods study to test the measurement model stability and the 
generalizability of the measurement model.  
For retail format attributes, firstly, exploratory factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha 
were used to reduce the retail format attributes to a small set of retail format 
attributes by using the combined sample as preliminary analyses. Secondly, 
confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess the measurement model of retail 
format attributes. Thirdly, the factors of retail format attributes were labelled and 
hypotheses of retail format attributes were proposed. Finally, logistic regression 
model was run for both the studies, non-food products study and processed foods 
study to test the hypotheses. The results of the hypotheses testing was presented in 
table 4.42 
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Table 4.42: Hypotheses-testing results 
Hypothesis Statement Non-food study results 
Processed 
foods study 
results 
H1 
Hedonic-motivated shoppers are more likely 
to shop at supermarkets than at traditional 
markets 
Supported Supported 
H2 
Utilitarian-motivated shoppers are more 
likely to shop at traditional markets than at 
supermarkets. 
Supported Supported 
H3a 
The more important Merchandise Selection 
is to the shopper, the more likely it is that he 
or she will shop in a supermarket than in a 
traditional market. 
Supported Supported 
H3b 
The more important Shopping Environment 
is to the shopper, the more likely it is that he 
or she will shop in a supermarket than in a 
traditional market. 
Not- 
supported Not- supported 
H3c 
The more important Store Facilities (factor 
3) is to the shopper, the more likely it is that 
he or she will shop in a supermarket than in 
a traditional market. 
Not- 
supported Not- supported 
H3d 
The more important Location and Time 
Convenience is to the shopper, the more 
likely it is that he or she will shop in a 
traditional market than in a supermarket. 
Supported Supported 
H4a 
The higher the income shoppers have, the 
more likely shoppers would shop at 
supermarkets. 
Not- 
supported Supported 
H4b The older the shoppers are, the more likely they would shop at traditional markets. 
Not- 
supported Supported 
The conclusion and implication of this study will be discussed in next chapter, 
together with the limitations of the study. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
The previous chapter presented results of the data analysis in which hypotheses were 
tested using logistic regression modelling for the studies of non-food and processed 
food. This chapter will examine the study’s theoretical and practical implications, 
and conclusion provided. The structure of this chapter is depicted in Figure 5.1. 
Figure 5.1: Structure of Chapter 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.2 CONCLUSION FROM THE RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
The results from the logistic regression model analysis presented in chapter 4 showed 
that the model satisfied the necessary fit conditions, with data drawn from shoppers 
of non-food and processed food products. In this section, the conclusions from the 
research objectives were discussed, based on the research findings. The first research 
objective is the impact of shopping motivations on retail format choice. The second 
5.1 Introduction 
5.2 Conclusions from the research objectives 
5.3 Theoretical and Methodological contributions 
5.4 Managerial implications  
5.5 Conclusion 
 
5.6 Limitations and future research 
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research objective is the impact of retail format attributes on retail format choice and 
the third research objective is the impact of demographics on retail format choice. 
5.2.1 Research objective 1: The impact of shopping motivations on retail 
format choice 
The main objective of this research was to examine the impact of shopping 
motivations, namely consumers’ utilitarian motivation and hedonic motivations on 
the choice between a traditional market or a supermarket in the context of a 
transitional economy, Vietnam. Given past research studies, retailers should by now 
have an in-depth knowledge of the impact of consumers’ shopping motivations on 
consumers’ choice of retail format. The reality is that such knowledge is sadly 
lacking, and hence the motivation for this study. The major objective of this study is 
to investigate the impact of shopping motivations on the retail format choice, with 
two key hypotheses, namely. 
H1: Hedonic-motivated shoppers are more likely to shop at supermarkets 
than at traditional markets 
H2: Utilitarian-motivated shoppers are more likely to shop at traditional 
markets than at supermarkets. 
The results confirmed support for these two hypotheses for both non-food products 
and processed food products. Utilitarian motivation was presented as a first-order 
construct and hedonic motivation as a second-order construct which comprises of six 
components: adventure shopping, gratification shopping, role shopping, value 
shopping, social shopping and ideal shopping. In a transitional economy, Vietnamese 
shoppers who are motivated by utilitarian motivations are more likely to shop at 
traditional markets for non-food products and processed food products as traditional 
markets are seen as a better outlet to satisfy their utilitarian motivation. However, 
shoppers who are motivated by hedonic motivations are more likely to shop at 
supermarkets for non-food products and processed food products as supermarkets are 
seen as a better shopping outlet to satisfy their hedonic motivation. 
In the qualitative study, shopping motivations were proposed to have impact on the 
retail format choice, including one shopping motivation standing for Utilitarian 
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motivation of (Jin and Kim, 2003, Dawson et al., 1990) and six shopping motivations 
standing for six components of hedonic motivation of (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003). 
The findings in the qualitative study suggested that shoppers who have Utilitarian 
motivation will likely go shopping at traditional markets and shoppers who have 
hedonic motivation will likely go shopping at traditional markets. These suggestions 
were confirmed by the findings of the two quantitative studies.  
In previous studies, Sinha and Banerjee (2004) proposed that drivers of store choice 
tended to be utilitarian, based on the impact of retail attributes on the store choice in 
India. However, the authors did not study the impact of utilitarian motivation on the 
choice. In this study, the impact of utilitarian motivation on the choice was inspected, 
and as a result, utilitarian motivation has significant impact on the retail format 
choice. In addition, not only utilitarian motivation, but also hedonic motivation were 
examined and had significant impact on the choice in this study. Moreover, 
Jayasankaraprasad (2010) suggested that social interactions and social experiences 
outside home, which could be classified as a component of hedonic motivation, 
significantly affected retail format choice in India.  However, other components of 
hedonic motivation were not inspected if they had impact on the retail format choice. 
In this study, all the components of hedonic motivations suggested by (Arnold and 
Reynolds, 2003) were studied the impact on the choice. As a result, hedonic 
motivation significantly affected the choice. This result provided more 
generalizablity about the impact of hedonic motivation on retail format choice. 
In this study, utilitarian motivation and hedonic motivation was examined to have 
significant impact on the choice for both types of products, including non-food 
products and processed food products. This suggests that the impact of utilitarian 
motivation and hedonic motivation on retail format choice could not depend on the 
product types. This provided generalizablity about the impact of shopping 
motivations on retail format choice not depending on types of products. 
In developed countries, previous literature suggested that depending on shopping 
motivation, a store could be preferred than others in Austria (Groeppel, cited in 
Groeppel-Klein et al., 1999) and in the United States (Bellenger and Korgaonkar, 
1980), which provided links between shopping motivations and retail format choice. 
In addition, in a study in Belgium, Van Kenhove et al. (1999) suggested that a store 
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is chosen more frequently for shopping than other stores depending on task definition 
(namely urgent purchase, large quantities, difficult job, regular purchase and get 
ideas), which could be classified as utilitarian motivation (Batra and Ahtola, 1991, 
Babin et al., 1994, Trang et al., 2007). In this current study in transitional economy, 
developing country, the findings supported that shopping motivations influenced the 
choice. Different from the study of Van Kenhove et al. (1999), this study focused on 
the shopping motivations including utilitarian motivation and hedonic motivation. 
Therefore, the results of this study could provide more generalizablity about the 
impact of shopping motivations on retail format choice. In addition, by this 
comparison, this study also suggests that the impact of shopping motivations on the 
choice could not depend on the context. 
5.2.2 Research objective 2: The impact of retail format attributes on retail 
format choice 
The impact of retail format attributes on retail format choice was also investigated in 
this study. Although there are many studies that examines the impact of retail format 
attributes on retail format choice in developed countries, there are little attention paid 
on the impact of retail format attributes on retail format choice in a transitional 
economy such as Vietnam. Four retail format attributes were grouped from 29 retail 
format attributes and were examined in this study and compared between two retail 
formats – traditional markets and supermarkets. The retail attribute of traditional 
markets is Location and Time Convenience. The retail attributes of supermarkets are 
Merchandise Selection, Shopping Environment and Store Facilities. Four hypotheses 
of retail format attributes were tested. They are as follows: 
H3a: The more important Merchandise Selection is to the shopper, the more 
likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional 
market. 
H3b: The more important Shopping Environment is to the shopper, the more 
likely it is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional 
market. 
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H3c: The more important Store Facilities is to the shopper, the more likely it 
is that he or she will shop in a supermarket than in a traditional market. 
H3d: The more important Location and Time Convenience is to the shopper, 
the more likely it is that he or she will shop in a traditional market than in a 
supermarket. 
The results demonstrated that hypotheses H3a and H3d are supported for both the 
non-food product and processed food product. These suggest that irrespective of 
product, there is no difference in the impact of different store attributes on store 
format choice, which is reasonable because the concept of retail format attributes is 
generalized (Lindquist, 1974). Merchandise Selection (H3a) is supermarket attribute 
which were found to be strong predictor of the choice of supermarkets for both 
products.  Location and Time Convenience (H3d) is traditional market attribute 
which are found strong predictor of the choice of traditional markets for both 
products. Other retail hypotheses such as H3b (Shopping Environment) and H3c 
(Store Facilities) were not supported. In the logistic regression model, although the 
sign of logistic coefficient of Shopping Environment and Store Facilities for both the 
studies was negative which suggested that Shopping Environment and Store 
Facilities increased the probability of supermarket choice of shoppers; however, they 
are not significant. Therefore, Shopping Environment and Store Facilities do not 
have significant impact on the retail format choice. This could be explained that 
Vietnamese shoppers do not place much importance on Shopping Environment and 
Store Facilities when choosing where to shop, which did not support the findings in 
the qualitative study.  
In comparison with previous studies, this study found some similarity and 
differences. This study suggested that two groups of retail format attributes which are 
Location and Time Convenience and Merchandise Selection have significant impact 
on the retail format choice. 
Location and Time Convenience includes Quick checkout and Spatial convenient 
location. Spatial convenient location was found as predictor of retail format choice in 
previous studies (Solgaard and Hansen, 2003, Goswami and Mishra, 2009, 
Jayasankaraprasad and Cherukuri, 2010, Sinha and Banerjee, 2004). However, Quick 
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checkout was not found as a predictor of retail format choice in previous studies, 
based on literature review. 
Merchandise Selection includes 05 items which are Ease of Product selection, 
Variety of products from many different manufacturers, Clear product origin, Fixed 
and displayed prices, Merchandise display. Previous studies suggested some similar 
attributes affecting retail format choice such as Product selection, among retail 
formats which were specialty grocers, traditional supermarkets, supercenters, 
warehouse clubs and internet grocers in the United States (Jason and Marguerite, 
2006), referred to Ease of Product selection; Visual merchandising, among retail 
formats which were kirana stores, convenience stores, supermarkets and 
hypermarkets in India (Jayasankaraprasad and Cherukuri, 2010), referred to 
Merchandise display; Variety of Merchandise, among apparel store formats in India 
(Sinha and Banerjee, 2004) and Assortment , among retail formats which were 
conventional supermarkets, discount stores and hypermarkets in Denmark (Solgaard 
and Hansen, 2003), referred to Variety of products from many different 
manufacturers. However, Clear product origin and Fixed and displayed prices were 
not found as predictors of retail format choice in previous studies, based on literature 
review. The summary of research results and similar findings in previous studies are 
presented in table 5.1 
Therefore, different from the previous studies, this current study found some 
important retail attributes such as Quick checkout, Clear product origin and Fixed 
and displayed prices as predictors of retail format choice in Vietnam context, which 
were hardly found as a predictor of retail format choice in those reported in other 
countries. The differences could be explained that the importance of retail format 
attributes are different between countries because “consumers assign different 
degrees of importance to retail format attributes in various types of retail centers” 
(Kim and Kang, 1995, p.58) and because in a culture amidst the backdrop of a 
transitioning economy, the importance of retail format attributes may therefore differ 
from developed markets.
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Table 5.1: Summary of research results and similar findings in previous studies 
Store 
Attributes Scale items 
Research 
results – 
current study 
(Vietnam) 
Similar findings- 
previous studies (*) 
Country-
previous 
studies 
Store formats – previous studies 
Location and 
Time 
Convenience 
Quick checkout (do not 
wait for long time to check 
out) 
Significant    
Spatial convenient location 
(proximity to your house) Significant 
Goswami and Mishra 
(2009); Solgaard and 
Hansen (2003); 
Sinha and Banerjee 
(2004); 
Jayasankaraprasad and 
Cherukuri (2010) 
The United 
States, 
India, 
Denmark 
 
Apparel store formats (Sinha and Banerjee, 2004); Kirana stores, 
convenience stores, supermarkets and hypermarkets 
(Jayasankaraprasad and Cherukuri, 2010); Kirana stores, upgraded 
kirana stores, supermarkets and hypermarkets (Goswami and Mishra, 
2009); Conventional supermarkets, discount stores and hypermarkets 
in Denmark (Solgaard and Hansen, 2003) 
Store 
Facilities 
Ease of taking children to 
the shop Not significant    
Place to spend time Not significant    
Place to meet people Not significant    
Presence of eating places 
(restaurants, foot court...) Not significant    
Shopping 
Environment 
Atmosphere (comfortable 
temperature, music, not 
noisy, lighting) 
Not significant Sinha & Banerjee (2004) Jayasankaraprasad (2010) India 
Apparel store formats (Sinha and Banerjee, 2004); Kirana stores, 
convenience stores, supermarkets and hypermarkets 
(Jayasankaraprasad and Cherukuri, 2010) 
Security (protection of 
shoppers against threats 
such as robbers, 
pickpockets..) 
Not significant    
Motorbike park space Not significant    
Courtesy of personnel Not significant    
Merchandise Ease of Product selection Significant Jason and Marguerite The United Specialty grocers, traditional supermarkets, supercenters, warehouse 
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selection 
 
(see, compare and check 
goods) 
(2006) States clubs and internet grocers (Jason and Marguerite, 2006) 
Variety of products from 
many different 
manufacturers 
Significant Solgaard and Hansen (2003) Denmark 
Conventional supermarkets, discount stores and hypermarkets in 
Denmark (Solgaard and Hansen, 2003) 
Clear product origin 
(Products) Significant    
Fixed and displayed prices Significant    
Merchandise display 
(attractive and tidy 
displays, ease of looking 
for goods) 
Significant Jayasankaraprasad and Cherukuri (2010) India 
Kirana stores, convenience stores, supermarkets and hypermarkets 
(Jayasankaraprasad and Cherukuri, 2010) 
(*) The similar findings were found significantly in previous studies 
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5.2.3 Research objective 3: The impact of demographics on retail format 
choice 
The impact of demographic factors on retail format choice was also investigated in 
this study. Two hypotheses in relations to these factors were out forth, and they are: 
H4a: The higher the income shoppers have, the more likely shoppers would 
shop at supermarkets. 
H4b: The older the shoppers are, the more likely they would shop at 
traditional markets. 
In the findings, average household income monthly (H4a) and age (H4b) were 
significant predictors of store format choice for processed-food product, but not 
significant predictors for non-food products.  
Based on the research findings, higher-income shoppers are more likely to shop at 
supermarkets for processed foods, while lower-income shoppers are likely to shop at 
traditional markets. This is similar to the finding of Maruyama and Trung (2007b) 
which suggested that income affected retail format choice for fresh foods in Vietnam 
context; however, for non-food products and processed food products, income was 
not found as predictor of the choice in the study of Maruyama and Trung (2007b).  
Based on the research findings, older shoppers are more likely to shop at traditional 
markets for processed foods, while younger shoppers are likely to shop at 
supermarkets. This finding differs the suggestion of Lumpkin et al.(1985) which was 
that old shoppers are recreational shoppers and they “choose a store that is perceived 
to be high on “entertainment” value” (Sinha and Banerjee, 2004, p.483) since in this 
study, the findings found that old shoppers likely shop at traditional market which 
have has less entertainment values than supermarkets in Vietnam context. The 
difference from the developed economy could be explained because the culture and 
intensity of economic development are different. In transitional economy, older 
shoppers may not have benefited much from the transition and may still have lower 
income. To inspect the relationship between age and income , Chi-square tests were 
done. As a result, age and income have a significant relationship. For non-food 
products, Fisher's Exact Test value is 94.663 and p-value =0.000 (See Appendix 28). 
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For processed-product, Fisher's Exact Test value is 37.024 and p-value is 0.000 (See 
Appendix 29).  
In addition, they are more likely to keep their traditional values hence prefer to shop 
at traditional markets rather than look for entertainment values as the younger 
generations who have benefited more from the transition, have higher income, with 
modern Western countries lifestyles (Nguyen Thi Tuyet et al., 2003).  
5.3 THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS 
Based on the research findings, this study has confirmed the significant impact of 
shopping motivations on retail format choice for both food and non-food products. 
This study adds to the knowledge about factors affecting retail format choice in 
developing economies such as Vietnam. The findings support the theory that 
consumers’ store assessment depend on their shopping motives  (Groeppel-Klein et 
al., 1999, p.68) and “diverse retail categories satisfy different shoppings motives” 
(Groppel, cited in Groppel, 1995, p.245).  
In addition, this study investigated the impact of retail format attributes on retail 
format choice in transitional context and found the retail attributes which are strong 
predictors of traditional markets and supermarkets for non-food products and 
processed food products. These findings are important because they help researchers 
and retailers better understand consumer behaviour in transitional context. 
Previously, scales used to measure the constructs of utilitarian motivation and 
hedonic motivation were developed and tested in developed countries such as the 
United States (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003, Dawson et al., 1990) and South Korea 
(Jin and Kim, 2003). In this study, in the context of a developing economy, these 
scales were modified and added items based on results gleaned from the present 
qualitative study. These scales were then tested for measures of reliability and 
validity using two quantitative studies on non-food product and processed food 
product. These new, revised and adapted scales could be used in future studies on 
shopping motivations in the research context of developing countries or transitional 
economies. This is a methodological contribution to the literature of this study. 
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In addition, scales used to measure the constructs of retail format attributes were 
developed in this study, in the context of a developing economy. These scales were 
then tested for measures of reliability and validity using two quantitative studies on 
non-food products and processed food products. These new scales could be used in 
future studies on retail format attributes in the research context of Vietnam or 
developing countries or transitional economies. This is also a methodological 
contribution to the literature of this study. 
The logistic regression model used in this study was deemed an acceptable overall 
mode fit through the use of two independent samples; sample of non-food products 
study and sample of processed food products study, proven the generalizability of the 
model. Therefore, the logistic regression model could be used to study retail format 
choice in developing countries or transitional economies as a general model. 
5.4 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 
In this study, retail format choice in this study is the choice of consumers between 
traditional markets and supermarkets to shop at. The choice will affect the retailers 
who run the retail formats. The results of this study propose implications to retailers. 
The study provided evidence that shopping motivations of consumers are strong 
predictors of retail format choice for two types of products, non-food products and 
processed food products. Consumers choose a retail format which can satisfy their 
shopping motivations. Therefore, retailers should design their retail format how to 
satisfy well the shopping motivations of consumers and better than their competitors. 
There are two shopping motivations studied in this study, utilitarian motivation and 
hedonic motivation.  
Traditional markets should develop along the lines of a utilitarian shopper’s needs 
which are that shoppers want to buy products they need with less time, less costs and 
get the products they need with good price. Based on these findings, retailers could 
organize their product assortments, location, product displays, payment methods, 
professional personnel… in order to provide products which customers need, and 
save time and costs for consumers. 
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Supermarkets should aim to address the hedonic needs of shoppers which would 
involve adventure shopping, gratification shopping, role shopping, ideal shopping, 
social shopping and value shopping. Based on the findings, retailers could design the 
stores as a place to explore for adventure-shopping consumers; a place to reduce 
negative moods for gratification-shopping consumers; a place for shopping for others 
for role shopping; a place for shopping with family and friends for social-shopping 
consumers ; a place to keep up with new fashions and trends for ideal-shopping 
consumers; a place for looking for value (sales promotions…) for value-shopping 
consumers. 
This study also identified the important retail format attributes which are predictors 
of retail format choice for both the products, non-food products and processed food 
products. The retail attribute of traditional markets are Location and Time 
Convenience including Quick checkout and Spatial convenient location. Shoppers 
who place importance on Quick checkout and Spatial convenient location will likely 
to shop at traditional markets to save time and cost. The retail attributes of 
supermarkets are Merchandise selection including Ease of Product selection, Variety 
of products from many different manufacturers, Clear product origin, Fixed and 
displayed prices and Merchandise display. Shoppers who place importance on 
including Ease of Product selection, Variety of products from many different 
manufacturers, Clear product origin, Fixed and displayed prices and Merchandise 
display will likely shop at supermarkets. Based on the findings, retailers could 
improve their retail attributes which are important to consumers to attract them and 
compete with competitors.  
In this current study, age and average household income monthly were found as 
predictors of retail format choice for only processed food products, not non-food 
products. When shopping for processed food products, old shoppers choose to shop 
at traditional markets and high-income shoppers choose to shop at supermarkets. 
Depend on the target age and average household income monthly segmentations; 
retailers could implement suitable strategies to attract the age and average household 
income monthly segmentations.  
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5.5 CONCLUSION  
This study has confirmed that shopping motivations have significant impact on the 
consumer choice of retail format to shop at. Consumers select a retail format which 
satisfies their motivations. This study also examined the impact of retail attributes 
and demographics on retail format choice. In addition, this study provides 
implications for retailers to attract consumers to their retail format. 
5.6 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
This study has some limitations and suggests directions for future research. 
Firstly, although the impact of shopping motivations on retail format choice was 
statistically significant across two independent samples which are the sample of non-
food products study and the sample of processed food products study, the study 
needs to be replicated in future research in other countries such as transitional 
countries, developing countries… to provide more evidence for generalizability. 
Secondly, this study focused only on the retail format choice which is the choice 
between two major retail formats in Vietnam; traditional markets and supermarkets. 
However, there is other retail formats such as convenience stores, mom and pop 
stores which were not included in the study. In future research, the retail format 
choice should be studied further for other retail formats. 
Thirdly, since the sample for both the studies (non-food products study and 
processed food products study) were non-probabilistic, a more representative sample 
is recommended for future research. 
Fourthly, this study was conducted in a transitional market, Vietnam; future research 
should be conducted in other transitional markets in order to understand better the 
role of shopping motivations on retail format choice in transitional markets. 
Fifthly, in the scale development of retail format attributes, there are some constructs 
having average variance extracted lower than 0.5 (all item loadings are higher than 
0.5 and all composite reliability of constructs are higher than 0.73). This is the 
limitation of the study. 
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Sixthly, the R squares of the logistic regression were not high because there were 
other important factors affecting the retail format choice not including in the model 
because this current study only focused on the research objectives related to 
shopping motivations, retail format attributes and demographics. Because other 
important factors affecting the retail format choice were not included in this model in 
this study, this is a limitation of this study. 
Finally, in this study, holdout sample was not used for both quantitative studies 
because of the limitation of time and costs of the doctoral program. Although two 
independent samples (the sample of non-food products study and the sample of 
processed food products study) were used for logistic regression modelling analysis, 
a holdout sample is recommended for future research. 
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APPENDIX 
Appendix 1: Interviewing questions in Qualitative Study 
INTERVIEWING QUESTIONS IN QUALITATIVE STUDY 
Research: SHOPPING MOTIVATIONS, RETAIL ATTRIBUTES, AND RETAIL 
FORMAT CHOICE IN A TRANSITIONAL MARKET- Evidence from Vietnam 
Introduction 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview for the research that I am 
undertaking for my DBA [Doctor of Business Administration] program with the 
University of Western Sydney, Australia. The research objectives are to investigate 
the impact of shopping motivations, retail format attributes and demographics on 
retail format choice in a transitional market - Evidence from Vietnam.  
The interview will take between 30-45 minutes. There is no “right” or “wrong” 
answers. Your answers are important to this research and should reflect your own 
personal opinions.  
Main questions 
• Shopping motivations (adapted from Arnold and Reynolds  (2003)) 
1. What do you think about shopping in general? In each kind of retail 
formats (supermarkets and traditional markets)? 
2. Explain the reasons why you go shopping in general, and the reasons 
why you go shopping non-food products and processed-food products. 
3. What are benefits and feelings you get from shopping? 
• Retail format attributes 
4. Which supermarkets/ traditional markets do you usually go shopping 
for non-food products and processed-food products? 
5. Why do you usually go shopping non-food products and processed-
food products at the supermarkets/ traditional markets? 
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6. What are the advantages of supermarkets/ traditional markets over 
traditional markets/ supermarkets? 
7. What are the factors/retail attributes affecting you to shop at 
supermarkets/ traditional markets for non-food products and 
processed-food products? 
8. Explain the importance of the factors/ advantages/ retail attributes. 
• Products 
9. Which products do you usually buy at traditional markets or 
supermarkets? 
10. What kind of non-food products which you usually buy? 
11. What kind of processed-food products which you usually buy?  
12. Do you think that most products you want to buy are available at both 
supermarkets and traditional markets? 
• Demographics 
13. Do you think that shoppers shopping at traditional markets will have 
different demographics from shoppers shopping at supermarkets?  
14. What kind of demographics of shoppers will likely shop at traditional 
markets and supermarkets? 
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Appendix 2:  Questionnaire – non-food product study 
Interviewee’s name: ...................................... Telephone number: .....................................................  
Address: ......................................................... District: ........................................................................  
Date/time: ....................................................... 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research survey project that I am undertaking for my 
DBA [Doctor of Business Administration] program with the University of Western Sydney, Australia. 
The survey will take between 20-30 minutes. Please write or circle the response that you think is most 
appropriate to the questions or statements. While there are no “right” or “wrong” answers, your 
responses are important to this research and should reflect your own personal opinions. The 
information you have provided will be confidential and used only for statistical purpose.  
Q1. On a score of 1 to 7 [1: strongly disagree to 7: strongly agree], how would you rate the 
following reasons that you go shopping for non-food items [such as shoes, clothing, furniture, 
household appliances, toiletries, electrical appliance, etc]. Please indicate the extent of your 
agreement or disagreement with each statement. 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Tend to 
disagree 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
Tend to 
agree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. I go shopping because I want to find products which have reasonable price ...... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
2. I go shopping because I want to find product assortments that I need ................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
3. I go shopping because I want to take a look at the products being considered to purchase ................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
4. I go shopping because retail format  is convenient for me to buy products I need ..............................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
5. I go shopping because I want to buy products I need with less time (quickly) ... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
6. I go shopping because I want to buy products I need with less costs (travel costs…) ........................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
7. I go shopping because I want to find reasonable price for products I need ......... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
8. I go shopping because I want to find good price for the products I need ............ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
9. I go shopping because I only want to buy products I really need ........................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
10. I go shopping because I want to find low price for products I need .................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
11. To me, shopping is an adventure ......................................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
12. I find shopping stimulating .................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
13. Shopping makes me feel fun, happy .................................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
14. Shopping makes me feel I am in my own universe ............................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
15. I like shopping because I find shopping fun and interesting ............................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
16. I go shopping because shopping is my hobby ..................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
17. When I am in down mood, I go shopping to make me feel better ....................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
18. I find shopping is a way to relieve stress ............................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
19. I go shopping when I want to treat myself to something special ......................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
20. I go shopping because I want to see and hear entertainment ............................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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21. I go shopping because I want to experience interesting sights, sounds and smells .............................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
22. To me, shopping is a recreational activity  .......................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
23. To me, shopping is a recreational activity which help me forget my problems (unhappy) .................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
24. Shopping is pleasurable even if you do not buy anything ................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
25. I like shopping because I want to get out of house, have fun in new environment .............................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
26. I like shopping for others because when they feel good I feel good .................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
27. I feel happy when I buy necessary things for my special people (friends, parents, children…) 
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
28. I enjoy shopping for my friends and family ........................................................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
29. I enjoy shopping around to find the perfect gift for someone ............................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
30. I enjoy shopping around to find things which my family and friends may need . 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
31. For the most part, I go shopping when there are sales ......................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
32. I enjoy looking for discounts when I shop .......................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
33. I enjoy hunting for bargains when I shop ............................................................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
34. I go shopping to take advantage of sales ............................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
35. I go shopping to look for a chance to buy price-reduced products, sales promotion.1   2   3   4   5   6   
7 
36. I go shopping with my friends or family to socialize .......................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
37. I enjoy socializing with my friends or family when I shop ................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
38. To me, shopping with my friends and family is a chance to talk, discuss and share with them 
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
39. I enjoy socializing with others when I shop ........................................................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
40. I enjoy socializing with sales personnel when I shop .......................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
41. Shopping with others is a bonding  experience ................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
42. I go shopping because I want to enjoy crowds .................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
43. I go shopping because I want to watch other people ........................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
44. I go shopping to keep up with the trends ............................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
45. I go shopping to keep up with the new fashions .................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
46. I go shopping to see what new products are available  ........................................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
47. I go shopping to experience new things .............................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
48. I go shopping to see new product designs ........................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
49. I go shopping to see new brand names (product) ................................................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
 
Q2. Where do you do most of your shopping for non food items [such as shoes, clothing, 
furniture, household appliances, toiletries, electrical appliance, etc]?  [Tick only one response] 
• Supermarkets 
• Traditional markets 
 
Q3. When shopping for non food items, on a score of 1 to 5 [1 not important at all to 5: very 
important], how would you rate the following attributes in your choice of shopping at 
traditional markets or supermarkets? 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Low price  1 2 3 4 5 
2. Spatial convenient location (proximity to your house) 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Quick checkout (do not wait for long time to check out) 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Quality 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Presence of entertainment services (video games…) 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Promotions (discounts, sales promotions…)  1 2 3 4 5 
7. Atmosphere (comfortable temperature, music, not noisy, lighting) 
 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Cleanliness 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Courtesy of personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Hours of operation (shopping time) 1 2 3 4 5 
Not important 
at all 
Not really 
important 
Important Quite 
important 
Very 
important 
1 2 3 4 5 
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11. Security (protection of shoppers against threats such as robbers, pickpockets..)   
 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Motorbike park space 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Presence of eating places (restaurants, foot court..) 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Free goods transportation service for goods 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Variety of products from many different manufacturers 1 2 3 4 5 
16. New products 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Many payment methods (Cash or credit cards)  1 2 3 4 5 
18. Fixed and displayed prices 1 2 3 4 5 
19. Ease of Product selection (see, compare and check goods)  
 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Merchandise display (attractive and tidy displays, ease of looking for goods)   
 1 2 3 4 5 
21. Product safety (safety of products to your health) 1 2 3 4 5 
22. Ease of taking children to the shop 1 2 3 4 5 
23. Place to meet people 1 2 3 4 5 
24. Place to spend time 1 2 3 4 5 
25. Reasonable price (Products) 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Clear product origin (Products) 1 2 3 4 5 
27. Good brand names (Products) 1 2 3 4 5 
28. After-sale service (warranty) 1 2 3 4 5 
29. Product design 1 2 3 4 5 
30. Bargaining price 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Q4. Demographic 
 
1. Please indicate your age 
 Less than 30 1 
                                                                             30 -less than 40  2 
40-less than 50 3 
50 and more than 50 4 
2. Please indicate your average monthly household or family income  
 Less than VND 2 mil 1 
 VND 2-less than 6 mil 2 
 VND 6-less than 10 mil 3 
 10 and more than VND 10 mil 4 
3. Gender Male (1) Female (2) 
4. Education University degree, college degree or higher 1 
 High school degree 2 
 Other 3 
5. Marriage status Married (1) Single  (2) 
6. Employment   
Full time   1 
Part time  2 
Not employed  3 
 
Q5. How many times do you go shopping for non-food products in a month? 
Approximately…….. a month 
 
Q6. How long does it take for one time shopping for non-food products? Approximately…….. 
 
Q7. Three types of non-food products do you mostly buy in traditional markets? 
1. …………….. 
2. …………….. 
3. …………….. 
Q8. Three types of non-food products do you mostly buy in supermarkets? 
1. …………….. 
2. …………….. 
3. …………….. 
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Appendix 3: Questionnaire – processed-food product study 
Interviewee’s name: .......................... Telephone number: .............................................................  
Address: ............................................. District:.................................................................................  
Date/time: ...........................................  
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research survey project that I am undertaking for my 
DBA [Doctor of Business Administration] program with the University of Western Sydney, Australia. 
The survey will take between 20-30 minutes. Please write or circle the response that you think is most 
appropriate to the questions or statements. While there are no “right” or “wrong” answers, your 
responses are important to this research and should reflect your own personal opinions. The 
information you have provided will be confidential and used only for statistical purpose. 
  
Q1. On a score of 1 to 7 [1: strongly disagree to 7: strongly agree], how would you rate the 
following reasons that you go shopping for processed-food items [such as package food, canned 
food, frozen food, dry food, drinks, milk, etc.]. Please indicate the extent of your agreement or 
disagreement with each statement. 
 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Tend to 
disagree 
Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 
Tend 
to 
agree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
       
1. I go shopping because I want to find products which have reasonable price ...... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
2. I go shopping because I want to find product assortments that I need ................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
3. I go shopping because I want to take a look at the products being considered to purchase ................  
 ................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
4. I go shopping because retail format  is convenient for me to buy products I need 
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
5. I go shopping because I want to buy products I need with less time (quickly) ... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
6. I go shopping because I want to buy products I need with less costs (travel costs…) ........................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
7. I go shopping because I want to find reasonable price for products I need ......... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
8. I go shopping because I want to find good price for the products I need ............ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
9. I go shopping because I only want to buy products I really need ........................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
10. I go shopping because I want to find low price for products I need .................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
11. To me, shopping is an adventure ......................................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
12. I find shopping stimulating .................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
13. Shopping makes me feel fun, happy .................................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
14. Shopping makes me feel I am in my own universe ............................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
15. I like shopping because I find shopping fun and interesting ............................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
16. I go shopping because shopping is my hobby ..................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
17. When I am in down mood, I go shopping to make me feel better ....................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
18. I find shopping is a way to relieve stress ............................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
19. I go shopping when I want to treat myself to something special ......................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
20. I go shopping because I want to see and hear entertainment ............................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
21. I go shopping because I want to experience interesting sights, sounds and smells .............................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
22. To me, shopping is a recreational activity  .......................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
23. To me, shopping is a recreational activity which help me forget my problems (unhappy) .................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
24. Shopping is pleasurable even if you do not buy anything ................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
25. I like shopping because I want to get out of house, have fun in new environment .............................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
26. I like shopping for others because when they feel good I feel good .................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
27. I feel happy when I buy necessary things for my special people (friends, parents, children…) 
 ............................................................................................................................................................. 
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
28. I enjoy shopping for my friends and family ........................................................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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29. I enjoy shopping around to find the perfect gift for someone ............................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
30. I enjoy shopping around to find things which my family and friends may need . 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
31. For the most part, I go shopping when there are sales ......................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
32. I enjoy looking for discounts when I shop .......................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
33. I enjoy hunting for bargains when I shop ............................................................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
34. I go shopping to take advantage of sales ............................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
35. I go shopping to look for a chance to buy price-reduced products, sales promotion. ..........................  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
36. I go shopping with my friends or family to socialize .......................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
37. I enjoy socializing with my friends or family when I shop ................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
38. To me, shopping with my friends and family is a chance to talk, discuss and share with them ..........  
 ............................................................................................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
39. I enjoy socializing with others when I shop ........................................................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
40. I enjoy socializing with sales personnel when I shop .......................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
41. Shopping with others is a bonding  experience ................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
42. I go shopping because I want to enjoy crowds .................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
43. I go shopping because I want to watch other people ........................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
44. I go shopping to keep up with the trends ............................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
45. I go shopping to keep up with the new fashions .................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
46. I go shopping to see what new products are available  ........................................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
47. I go shopping to experience new things .............................................................. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
48. I go shopping to see new product designs ........................................................... 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
49. I go shopping to see new brand names (product) ................................................ 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
 
Q2. Where do you do most of your shopping for processed- food items [such as package food, 
canned food, frozen food, dry food, drinks, milk, etc.]?  [Tick only one response] 
• Supermarkets 
• Traditional markets 
Q3. When shopping for processed food items, on a score of 1 to 5 [1 not important at all to 5: 
very important], how would you rate the following attributes in your choice of shopping at 
traditional markets or supermarkets? 
 
 
 
 
1. Low price  1 2 3 4 5 
2. Spatial convenient location (proximity to your house) 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Quick checkout (do not wait for long time to check out)  
 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Quality 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Presence of entertainment services (video games…) 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Promotions (discounts, sales promotions…) 
7. Atmosphere (comfortable temperature, music, not noisy, lighting)  
 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Cleanliness 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Courtesy of personnel 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Hours of operation (shopping time) 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Security (protection of shoppers against threats such as robbers, pickpockets...)  
 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Motorbike park space 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Presence of eating places (restaurants, foot court..) 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Free goods transportation service for goods 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Variety of products from many different manufacturers 1 2 3 4 5 
16. New products 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Many payment methods (Cash or credit cards)  1 2 3 4 5 
18. Fixed and displayed prices 1 2 3 4 5 
19. Ease of Product selection (see, compare and check goods)  
 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Merchandise display (attractive and tidy displays, ease of looking for goods)   
 1 2 3 4 5 
Not important 
at all 
Not really 
important 
Important Quite 
important 
Very 
important 
1 2 3 4 5 
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21. Product safety (safety of products to your health) 1 2 3 4 5 
22. Ease of taking children to the shop 1 2 3 4 5 
23. Place to meet people 1 2 3 4 5 
24. Place to spend time 1 2 3 4 5 
25. Reasonable price (Products) 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Clear product origin (Products) 1 2 3 4 5 
27. Good brand names (Products) 1 2 3 4 5 
28. Hygiene 1 2 3 4 5 
29. Product design 1 2 3 4 5 
30. Bargaining price 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Q4. Demographic 
 
1. Please indicate your age 
 Less than 30 1 
 30-less than 40 2 
40-less than 50 3 
50 and more than 50 4 
2. Please indicate your average monthly household or family income  
 Less than VND 2 mil 1 
 VND 2-less than 6 mil 2 
 VND 6-less than 10 mil 3 
 10 and more than VND 10 mil 4 
3. Gender Male (1) Female (2) 
4. Education University degree, college degree or higher 1 
 High school degree 2 
 Other 3 
5. Marriage status Married (1) Single  (2) 
6. Employment   
Full time   1 
Part time  2 
Not employed  3 
 
Q5. How many times do you go shopping for processed-food products in a month? 
Approximately…….. a month 
 
Q6. How long does it take for one time shopping for processed-food products? 
Approximately…….. 
 
Q7. Three types of processed-food products do you mostly buy in traditional markets? 
1. …………….. 
2. …………….. 
3. …………….. 
Q8. Three types of processed-food products do you mostly buy in supermarkets? 
1. …………….. 
2. …………….. 
3. …………….. 
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Appendix 4: Summary of shopping motivation items 
No. Adventure shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 To me, shopping is an adventure Adv_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I find shopping stimulating Adv_2 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
3 Shopping makes me feel fun, happy Adv_3 Qualitative study 
4 Shopping makes me feel I am in my own 
universe 
Adv_4 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
5 I like shopping because I find shopping fun 
and interesting 
Adv_5 Newly developed 
6 I go shopping because shopping is my hobby Adv_6 Newly developed 
No. Gratification shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 When I am in down mood, I go shopping to 
make me feel better 
Gra_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I find shopping is a way to relieve stress Gra_2 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
3 I go shopping when I want to treat myself to 
something special 
Gra_3 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
4 I go shopping because I want to see and hear 
entertainment 
Gra_4 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
5 I go shopping because I want to experience 
interesting sights, sounds and smells 
Gra_5 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
6 To me, shopping is a recreational activity  Gra_6 Newly developed 
7 To me, shopping is a recreational activity 
which help me forget my problems (unhappy) 
Gra_7 Qualitative study 
8 Shopping is pleasurable even if you do not buy 
anything 
Gra_8 Newly developed 
9 I like shopping because I want to get out of 
house, have fun in new environment 
Gra_9 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
No. Role shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 I like shopping for others because when they 
feel good I feel good 
Rol_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I feel happy when I buy necessary things for 
my special people (friends, parents, 
children…) 
Rol_2 Qualitative study 
3 I enjoy shopping for my friends and family Rol_3 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
4 I enjoy shopping around to find the perfect gift 
for someone 
Rol_4 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
5 I enjoy shopping around to find things which 
my family and friends may need 
Rol_5 Newly developed 
No. Value shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
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1 For the most part, I go shopping when there 
are sales 
Val_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I enjoy looking for discounts when I shop Val_2 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
3 I enjoy hunting for bargains when I shop Val_3 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
4 I go shopping to take advantage of sales Val_4 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
5 I go shopping to look for a chance to buy 
price-reduced products, sales promotion. 
Val_5 Qualitative study 
No. Social shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 I go shopping with my friends or family to 
socialize 
Soc_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I enjoy socializing with my friends or family 
when I shop 
Soc_2 Newly developed 
3 To me, shopping with my friends and family is 
a chance to talk, discuss and share with them 
Soc_3 Qualitative study 
4 I enjoy socializing with others when I shop Soc_4 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
5 I enjoy socializing with sales personnel when I 
shop 
Soc_5 Newly developed 
6 Shopping with others is a bonding  experience Soc_6 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
7 I go shopping because I want to enjoy crowds Soc_7 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
8 I go shopping because I want to watch other 
people 
Soc_8 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
No. Idea shopping items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 I go shopping to keep up with the trends Ideal_1 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
2 I go shopping to keep up with the new 
fashions 
Ideal_2 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
3 I go shopping to see what new products are 
available  
Ideal_3 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
4 I go shopping to experience new things Ideal_4 Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) 
5 I go shopping to see new product designs Ideal_5 Newly developed 
6 I go shopping to see new brand names 
(product) 
Ideal_6 Newly developed 
No. Utilitarian motivation items Item 
codes 
Source 
1 I go shopping because I want to find products 
which have reasonable price. 
U_1 Newly developed 
2 I go shopping because I want to find product 
assortments that I need. 
U_2 Jin and Kim 
(2003) 
3 I go shopping because I want to take a look at U_3 Jin and Kim 
 190 
 
the products being considered to purchase. (2003) 
4 I go shopping because retail format  is 
convenient for me to buy products I need. 
U_4 Newly developed 
5  I go shopping because I want to buy products 
I need with less time (quickly). 
U_5 Newly developed 
6  I go shopping because I want to buy products 
I need with less costs (travel costs…). 
U_6 Newly developed 
7 I go shopping because I want to find 
reasonable price for products I need. 
U_7 Newly developed 
8 I go shopping because I want to find good 
price for the products I need. 
U_8 Dawson et 
al.(1990) 
9 I go shopping because I only want to buy 
products I really need. 
U_9 Newly developed 
10 I go shopping because I want to find low price 
for products I need. 
U_10 Newly developed 
Appendix 5: The number of the respondents of each district in non-food products 
study and processed-food products study 
District 
Non-food products study 
 
Processed-food products study 
 
Population of each 
district Hochiminh 
city 2010 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Population Percent 
1 7 2.5 8 2.7 187,435 2.5 
10 9 3.3 9 3 232,450 3.1 
11 9 3.3 9 3 232,536 3.1 
12 16 5.8 17 5.6 427,083 5.8 
2 5 1.8 6 2 140,621 1.9 
3 7 2.5 8 2.7 188,945 2.6 
4 7 2.5 7 2.3 183,261 2.5 
5 6 2.2 7 2.3 174,154 2.4 
6 9 3.3 10 3.3 253,474 3.4 
7 10 3.6 11 3.7 274,828 3.7 
8 16 5.8 17 5.6 418,961 5.7 
9 10 3.6 11 3.7 263,486 3.6 
Binhchanh 17 6.2 18 6 447,291 6.0 
Binh tan 22 8 24 8 595,335 8.0 
Binhthanh 18 6.5 19 6.3 470,054 6.4 
Cu chi 13 4.7 14 4.7 355,822 4.8 
Can gio 3 1.1 3 1 70,697 1.0 
Go vap 20 7.2 22 7.3 548,145 7.4 
Hoc mon 13 4.7 15 5 358,640 4.8 
Nha be 4 1.4 4 1.3 103,793 1.4 
Phunhuan 7 2.5 7 2.3 175,175 2.4 
Tan binh 16 5.8 19 6.3 430,436 5.8 
Thuduc 17 6.2 19 6.3 455,899 6.2 
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Tan phu 15 5.4 17 5.6 407,924 5.5 
Total 276 100 301 100 7,396,446 100 
Appendix 6: Average number of shopping trips per month - T-test (non-food 
products study) 
Group Statistics 
 
Retail format choice N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Average 
number of 
shopping trips 
per month 
Supermarket 127 1.28 .562 .050 
Traditional market 
149 1.39 .786 .064 
 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  Lower Upper 
Average 
number 
of 
shopping 
trips per 
month 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
8.107 .005 -1.266 274 .207 -.106 .084 -.270 .059 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
  
-1.299 266.272 .195 -.106 .081 -.266 .055 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 7: Length of Time per shopping trip - T-test (non-food products study) 
Group Statistics 
 Retail format 
choice N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Length of 
Time per 
shopping 
trip 
Supermarket 127 1.83 .500 .044 
Traditional market 
149 1.65 .506 .041 
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Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  Lower Upper 
Length of 
Time per 
shopping 
trip 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
10.660 .001 3.022 274 .003 .184 .061 .064 .303 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
  
3.024 268.002 .003 .184 .061 .064 .303 
Appendix 8: Average number of shopping trips per month - T-test (processed food 
products study) 
Group Statistics 
 
Retail format choice N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Average 
number of 
shopping trips 
per month 
Supermarket 176 1.80 1.048 .079 
Traditional market 
125 2.18 1.143 .102 
 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  Lower Upper 
Average 
number 
of 
shopping 
trips per 
month 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
2.309 .130 -2.945 299 .003 -.375 .127 -.625 -.124 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
  
-2.901 252.355 .004 -.375 .129 -.629 -.120 
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Appendix 9: Length of Time per shopping trip - T-test (processed food products 
study) 
Group Statistics 
 Retail format choice N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Length of Time per shopping trip Supermarket 176 1.4545 .53258 .04014 
Traditional market 125 1.4080 .55498 .04964 
 
 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  Lower Upper 
Length of 
Time per 
shopping 
trip 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.011 .916 .734 299 .463 .04655 .06339 -.07821 .17130 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
  
.729 260.337 .467 .04655 .06384 -.07916 .17225 
 
Appendix 10: Corrected Item-Total Correlations of utilitarian motivation scale 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Squared Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
U_5 15.84 12.703 .535 .362 .782 
U_6 15.70 11.613 .661 .460 .715 
U_7 15.19 13.371 .601 .494 .747 
U_8 15.23 13.157 .642 .518 .729 
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Appendix 11: Corrected Item-Total Correlations of adventure shopping scale 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Adv_1 23.22 37.590 .515 .291 .870 
Adv_2 22.54 35.919 .705 .555 .836 
Adv_3 22.49 35.844 .714 .590 .835 
Adv_4 23.42 35.647 .649 .432 .846 
Adv_5 22.75 35.749 .740 .607 .830 
Adv_6 23.00 34.894 .671 .521 .842 
 
Appendix 12: Corrected Item-Total Correlations of gratification shopping scale 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Gra_1 21.81 38.650 .673 .562 .849 
Gra_2 21.60 39.465 .691 .567 .845 
Gra_6 21.95 40.838 .629 .465 .856 
Gra_7 21.86 38.961 .770 .614 .832 
Gra_8 22.34 38.949 .674 .481 .848 
Gra_9 22.20 41.573 .593 .382 .862 
 
Appendix 13: Corrected Item-Total Correlations of role shopping scale 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Rol_1 15.92 11.813 .552 .321 .808 
Rol_2 15.25 11.333 .706 .502 .730 
Rol_3 15.40 12.213 .671 .464 .750 
Rol_4 15.32 11.932 .615 .409 .774 
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Appendix 14: Corrected Item-Total Correlations of value shopping scale 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Val_1 19.55 20.390 .637 .436 .848 
Val_2 19.48 19.375 .725 .592 .826 
Val_3 19.53 18.833 .740 .590 .822 
Val_4 20.06 19.517 .626 .432 .852 
Val_5 19.56 19.775 .703 .516 .832 
Appendix 15: Corrected Item-Total Correlations of social shopping scale 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Soc_1 21.29 38.430 .687 .544 .852 
Soc_2 21.06 38.483 .676 .574 .854 
Soc_3 21.09 36.902 .770 .630 .838 
Soc_4 21.36 37.124 .746 .578 .842 
Soc_5 21.43 38.805 .628 .479 .862 
Soc_6 21.03 40.313 .567 .365 .872 
 
Appendix 16: Corrected Item-Total Correlations of ideal shopping scale 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Ideal_1 9.10 7.243 .732 .597 .712 
Ideal_2 8.82 7.112 .769 .624 .672 
Ideal_3 8.21 9.390 .568 .328 .868 
 
Appendix 17: Exploratory factor analysis of shopping motivation scale 
 
   Pattern Matrix(a)    
    Factor    
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Soc_3 0.873 0.035 -0.044 -0.023 -0.018 0.007 -0.055 
Soc_4 0.796 0.011 -0.02 -0.021 -0.032 0.007 0.027 
Soc_2 0.774 -0.064 0.035 0 0.042 -0.056 -0.032 
Soc_1 0.773 0.037 0.09 0.003 -0.057 -0.007 -0.075 
Soc_5 0.656 -0.05 -0.057 -0.007 0.007 -0.022 0.119 
Soc_6 0.572 -0.079 -0.026 0.03 0.153 0.031 0.033 
Gra_7 0.003 0.896 -0.01 -0.103 0.023 0.028 -0.01 
Gra_2 -0.169 0.833 0.022 0.035 -0.017 -0.022 -0.048 
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Gra_1 -0.164 0.734 -0.043 0.153 -0.044 -0.004 0.04 
Gra_8 0.154 0.674 -0.039 -0.032 8.83E-05 0.011 0.02 
Gra_6 0.069 0.607 0.012 0.032 0.092 -0.022 -0.023 
Gra_9 0.194 0.533 0.084 -0.028 -0.009 -0.002 0.047 
Val_3 -0.021 -0.022 0.838 -0.007 0.006 -0.002 -0.036 
Val_2 -0.047 0.031 0.815 0.004 0.063 -0.047 -0.056 
Val_5 0.022 -0.062 0.755 -0.003 -0.044 0.069 0.059 
Val_1 -0.071 0.05 0.699 -0.047 0.149 -0.068 0.027 
Val_4 0.151 0.002 0.636 0.077 -0.164 0.051 0.049 
Adv_3 -0.059 -0.056 0.013 0.869 0.077 0.01 -0.075 
Adv_2 -0.065 -0.084 -0.004 0.839 0.062 -0.028 0.034 
Adv_5 -0.018 0.178 0.022 0.713 -0.048 -0.025 -0.047 
Adv_4 0.16 0.137 -0.03 0.531 -0.016 0.057 -0.007 
Adv_6 0.011 0.269 0.002 0.525 -0.05 -0.043 0.09 
Adv_1 0.106 0.043 -0.013 0.47 -0.05 0.066 0.055 
Rol_2 -0.04 -0.047 -0.014 0.044 0.848 -0.015 0.005 
Rol_3 0.019 0.084 0.031 -0.08 0.752 -0.022 0 
Rol_4 0.002 -0.075 0.072 0.06 0.668 0.06 0.02 
Rol_1 0.175 0.128 -0.068 0.072 0.514 0.024 -0.018 
U_8 -0.104 0.059 0.001 -0.038 0.049 0.786 0.026 
U_7 -0.043 0.008 -0.028 -0.053 0.059 0.742 0.011 
U_6 0.051 -0.009 0.038 0.024 -0.076 0.74 -0.06 
U_5 0.053 -0.073 -0.023 0.084 -0.006 0.572 0.021 
Ideal_2 -0.04 -0.011 0.002 0.011 0.01 -0.048 0.922 
Ideal_1 0.045 -0.023 -0.031 0.001 -0.023 -0.013 0.846 
Ideal_3 0.008 0.059 0.067 -0.032 0.039 0.085 0.575 
% of Variance 25.955 8.273 7.167 5.445 3.791 3.669 2.402 
Eigenvalues 9.251 3.231 2.837 2.275 1.719 1.592 1.225 
Cronbach alpha 0.875 0.871 0.865 0.866 0.813 0.795 0.827 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.     
Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.    
a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations.      
 
 
Appendix 18: Skewness and Kurtosis (shopping motivation items – non-food product 
study) 
 
 N Skewness Std. Error of 
Skewness 
Kurtosis Std. Error of 
Kurtosis 
U_5 276 -0.49 0.147 -0.454 0.292 
U_6 276 -0.506 0.147 -0.487 0.292 
U_7 276 -1.15 0.147 1.447 0.292 
U_8 276 -0.951 0.147 0.978 0.292 
Adv_1 276 -0.226 0.147 -0.648 0.292 
Adv_2 276 -0.584 0.147 -0.15 0.292 
Adv_3 276 -0.597 0.147 -0.135 0.292 
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Adv_4 276 -0.088 0.147 -0.674 0.292 
Adv_5 276 -0.468 0.147 -0.164 0.292 
Adv_6 276 -0.38 0.147 -0.516 0.292 
Gra_1 276 -0.309 0.147 -0.81 0.292 
Gra_2 276 -0.55 0.147 -0.474 0.292 
Gra_6 276 -0.469 0.147 -0.369 0.292 
Gra_7 276 -0.307 0.147 -0.42 0.292 
Gra_8 276 -0.071 0.147 -0.834 0.292 
Gra_9 276 -0.054 0.147 -0.568 0.292 
Rol_1 276 -0.457 0.147 -0.253 0.292 
Rol_2 276 -0.799 0.147 0.284 0.292 
Rol_3 276 -0.743 0.147 0.683 0.292 
Rol_4 276 -0.652 0.147 -0.096 0.292 
Val_1 276 -0.559 0.147 0.203 0.292 
Val_2 276 -0.669 0.147 0.114 0.292 
Val_3 276 -0.575 0.147 -0.111 0.292 
Val_4 276 -0.152 0.147 -0.409 0.292 
Val_5 276 -0.525 0.147 0.07 0.292 
Soc_1 276 -0.164 0.147 -0.504 0.292 
Soc_2 276 -0.386 0.147 -0.515 0.292 
Soc_3 276 -0.325 0.147 -0.552 0.292 
Soc_4 276 -0.122 0.147 -0.64 0.292 
Soc_5 276 -0.138 0.147 -0.629 0.292 
Soc_6 276 -0.288 0.147 -0.61 0.292 
Ideal_1 276 -0.121 0.147 -0.751 0.292 
Ideal_2 276 -0.292 0.147 -0.558 0.292 
Ideal_3 276 -0.563 0.147 -0.061 0.292 
Max  -0.054  1.447  
Min  -1.15  -0.834  
 
 
Appendix 19: Skewness and Kurtosis (shopping motivation items – processed-food 
product study) 
 
 N Skewness Std. Error of 
Skewness 
Kurtosis Std. Error of 
Kurtosis 
U_5 301 -0.61 0.14 -0.392 0.28 
U_6 301 -0.621 0.14 -0.365 0.28 
U_7 301 -0.98 0.14 0.797 0.28 
U_8 301 -0.873 0.14 0.189 0.28 
Adv_1 301 -0.274 0.14 -0.606 0.28 
Adv_2 301 -0.54 0.14 -0.119 0.28 
Adv_3 301 -0.629 0.14 0.239 0.28 
Adv_4 301 -0.263 0.14 -0.544 0.28 
Adv_5 301 -0.46 0.14 0.033 0.28 
Adv_6 301 -0.284 0.14 -0.589 0.28 
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Gra_1 301 -0.576 0.14 -0.368 0.28 
Gra_2 301 -0.601 0.14 -0.222 0.28 
Gra_6 301 -0.386 0.14 -0.514 0.28 
Gra_7 301 -0.435 0.14 -0.383 0.28 
Gra_8 301 -0.302 0.14 -0.785 0.28 
Gra_9 301 -0.282 0.14 -0.602 0.28 
Rol_1 301 -0.594 0.14 -0.092 0.28 
Rol_2 301 -0.892 0.14 0.635 0.28 
Rol_3 301 -0.838 0.14 0.798 0.28 
Rol_4 301 -0.79 0.14 0.323 0.28 
Val_1 301 -0.455 0.14 -0.088 0.28 
Val_2 301 -0.467 0.14 0.139 0.28 
Val_3 301 -0.481 0.14 -0.044 0.28 
Val_4 301 -0.428 0.14 -0.151 0.28 
Val_5 301 -0.659 0.14 0.509 0.28 
Soc_1 301 -0.341 0.14 -0.497 0.28 
Soc_2 301 -0.475 0.14 -0.367 0.28 
Soc_3 301 -0.47 0.14 -0.246 0.28 
Soc_4 301 -0.203 0.14 -0.652 0.28 
Soc_5 301 -0.213 0.14 -0.647 0.28 
Soc_6 301 -0.439 0.14 -0.355 0.28 
Ideal_1 301 -0.103 0.14 -0.954 0.28 
Ideal_2 301 -0.216 0.14 -0.746 0.28 
Ideal_3 301 -0.804 0.14 0.426 0.28 
Max  -0.103  0.798  
Min  -0.98  -0.954  
 
 
Appendix 20: Exploratory factor analysis of retail format attributes 
 
   Rotated Component 
Matrix(a) 
   Component  
  1 2 3 4 
1 Ease of Product selection (see, compare and check goods) 0.692 0.261 -0.067 0.124 
2 New products 0.671 0.181 0.168 0.049 
3 Variety of products from many different manufacturers 0.609 0.123 0.298 0.043 
4 Clear product origin (Products) 0.596 0.349 -0.136 0.031 
5 Reasonable price (Products) 0.596 0.138 -0.027 0.253 
6 Fixed and displayed prices 0.592 0.381 0.041 0.053 
7 Product safety (safety of products to your health) 0.508 0.392 0.071 -0.147 
8 Merchandise display (attractive and tidy displays, ease of 
looking for goods) 
0.507 0.381 0.224 -0.054 
9 Product design 0.506 -0.054 0.269 -0.035 
10 Cleanliness 0.208 0.737 0.134 0.108 
11 Security (protection of shoppers against threats such as 
robbers, pickpockets..) 
0.273 0.724 -0.015 0.042 
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12 Courtesy of personnel 0.205 0.701 0.012 0.12 
13 Motorbike park space 0.294 0.658 0.124 -0.048 
14 Atmosphere (comfortable temperature, music, not noisy, 
lighting) 
0.146 0.546 0.354 0.184 
15 Place to meet people 0.077 0.042 0.797 0.011 
16 Place to spend time 0.163 -0.067 0.695 0.097 
17 Presence of eating places (restaurants, foot court..) 0.082 0.265 0.685 0.033 
18 Presence of entertainment services (video games…) -0.063 0.058 0.581 0.256 
19 Ease of taking children to the shop 0.3 0.327 0.472 -0.186 
20 Spatial convenient location (proximity to your house) -0.052 0.168 0.071 0.776 
21 Low price 0.156 -0.162 0.029 0.709 
22 Quick checkout (do not wait for long time to check out) -0.065 0.434 0.072 0.595 
23 Promotions (discounts, sales promotions…) 0.341 0.056 0.277 0.516 
 % of Variance 27.49 9.705 7.827 6.203 
 Crobach alpha 0.825 0.810 0.720 0.643 
 Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
 a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations.   
 
 
Appendix 21:Skewness and Kurtosis (retail format attributes – combined sample) 
 
 N 
Skewnes
s 
Std. Error 
of 
Skewness 
Kurtosis 
Std. 
Error of 
Kurtosis 
Low price  577 0.209 0.102 -0.35 0.203 
Spatial convenient location (proximity to your 
house) 577 0.065 0.102 -0.366 0.203 
Quick checkout (do not wait for long time to check 
out) 577 -0.167 0.102 -0.538 0.203 
Presence of entertainment services (video games…) 577 0.846 0.102 0.259 0.203 
Promotions (discounts, sales promotions…) 577 -0.164 0.102 -0.601 0.203 
Atmosphere (comfortable temperature, music, not 
noisy, lighting) 577 -0.138 0.102 -0.581 0.203 
Cleanliness 577 -0.5 0.102 -0.636 0.203 
Courtesy of personnel 577 -0.918 0.102 -0.057 0.203 
Security (protection of shoppers against threats 
such as robbers, pickpockets..) 577 -0.622 0.102 -0.75 0.203 
Motorbike park space 577 -0.245 0.102 -0.768 0.203 
Presence of eating places (restaurants, foot court..) 577 0.283 0.102 -0.712 0.203 
Variety of products from many different 
manufacturers 577 -0.37 0.102 -0.488 0.203 
New products 577 -0.357 0.102 -0.575 0.203 
Fixed and displayed prices 577 -0.831 0.102 0.306 0.203 
Ease of Product selection (see, compare and check 
goods) 577 -0.548 0.102 -0.523 0.203 
Merchandise display (attractive and tidy displays, 
ease of looking for goods)  577 -0.534 0.102 0.031 0.203 
Product safety (safety of products to your health) 577 -0.703 0.102 -0.482 0.203 
Ease of taking children to the shop 577 -0.066 0.102 -0.888 0.203 
Place to meet people 577 0.628 0.102 0.057 0.203 
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Place to spend time 577 0.699 0.102 -0.293 0.203 
Reasonable price (Products) 577 -0.38 0.102 -0.923 0.203 
Clear product origin (Products) 577 -1.007 0.102 0.234 0.203 
Product design 577 -0.245 0.102 -0.266 0.203 
Max 
 
0.846 
 
0.306 
 Min 
 
-1.007 
 
-0.923 
 
 
Appendix 22: Independent t-tests of variables (Non-food product study) 
Group Statistics 
 Retail format 
choice N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Merchandise Selection (factor1) Supermarket 127 4.1669 .56274 .04994 
Traditional market 149 3.9114 .63815 .05228 
Shopping Environment (factor2) Supermarket 127 4.0413 .67683 .06006 
Traditional market 149 3.7836 .74074 .06068 
Store Facilities (factor3) Supermarket 127 2.7697 .78275 .06946 
Traditional market 149 2.6309 .78445 .06426 
Location and Time Convenience 
(factor4) 
Supermarket 127 3.1732 .80765 .07167 
Traditional market 149 3.3389 .83881 .06872 
Hedonic Supermarket 127 15.8769 2.63939 .23421 
Traditional market 149 14.8875 2.94988 .24166 
Utilitarian Supermarket 127 4.8898 1.35762 .12047 
Traditional market 149 5.1029 1.07657 .08820 
 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
  F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  Lower Upper 
Merchandise 
Selection 
(factor1) 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
2.455 .118 3.499 274 .001 .25552 .07302 .11176 .39928 
Equal 
variances 
not assumed 
  
3.534 273.673 .000 .25552 .07230 .11319 .39785 
Shopping 
Environment 
(factor2) 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.724 .396 2.998 274 .003 .25778 .08600 .08848 .42708 
Equal 
variances 
not assumed 
  
3.019 272.658 .003 .25778 .08538 .08970 .42587 
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Store 
Facilities 
(factor3) 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.675 .412 1.467 274 .144 .13881 .09464 -.04751 .32513 
Equal 
variances 
not assumed 
  
1.467 267.296 .144 .13881 .09463 -.04750 .32512 
Location 
and Time 
Convenience 
(factor4) 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.225 .636 -1.664 274 .097 -.16570 .09959 -.36176 .03036 
Equal 
variances 
not assumed 
  
-1.669 269.937 .096 -.16570 .09929 -.36118 .02978 
Hedonic Equal 
variances 
assumed 
1.361 .244 2.914 274 .004 .98938 .33953 .32096 1.65779 
Equal 
variances 
not assumed 
  
2.940 273.340 .004 .98938 .33653 .32685 1.65190 
Utilitarian Equal 
variances 
assumed 
13.553 .000 -1.454 274 .147 -.21314 .14661 -.50176 .07547 
Equal 
variances 
not assumed 
  
-1.428 238.848 .155 -.21314 .14930 -.50726 .08097 
 
Appendix 23: Chi-square test – Income and Retail format choice (non-food products) 
    Retail format choice 
Income   Supermarket Traditional market Total 
Less than VND 2 mil Count 28 38 66 
% within Income 42.40% 57.60% 100.00% 
VND 2- less than 6 mil Count 62 80 142 
% within Income 43.70% 56.30% 100.00% 
VND 6- less than 10 mil Count 29 23 52 
% within Income 55.80% 44.20% 100.00% 
10 and more than VND 10 mil Count 8 8 16 
% within Income 50.00% 50.00% 100.00% 
Total Count 127 149 276 
% within Income 46.00% 54.00% 100.00% 
% of Total 46.00% 54.00% 100.00% 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 
Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 
Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 
Point 
Probability 
Pearson Chi-Square 2.753a 3 .431 .437   
Likelihood Ratio 2.747 3 .432 .441   
Fisher's Exact Test 2.770   .430   
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Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
1.686b 1 .194 .206 .111 .026 
N of Valid Cases 276      
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.36.  
b. The standardized statistic is -
1.298. 
    
 
 
Symmetric Measures 
  Value Approx. Sig. Exact Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .100 .431 .437 
Cramer's V .100 .431 .437 
N of Valid Cases 276   
Appendix 24: Chi-square test – Age and Retail format choice (processed-food 
products) 
   Retail format choice 
Age   Supermarket Traditional market Total 
20-less than 30 Count 66 81 147 
  % within Age 44.90% 55.10% 100.00% 
30- less than 40 Count 32 40 72 
  % within Age 44.40% 55.60% 100.00% 
40- less than 50 Count 16 12 28 
  % within Age 57.10% 42.90% 100.00% 
50 and more than 50 Count 13 16 29 
  % within Age 44.80% 55.20% 100.00% 
Total Count 127 149 276 
  % within Age 46.00% 54.00% 100.00% 
  % of Total 46.00% 54.00% 100.00% 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 
Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 
Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 
Point 
Probability 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.558a 3 .669 .676   
Likelihood Ratio 1.553 3 .670 .676   
Fisher's Exact Test 1.569   .674   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
.239b 1 .625 .632 .334 .042 
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N of Valid Cases 276      
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.88. 
b. The standardized statistic is -.489. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
  Value Approx. Sig. Exact Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .075 .669 .676 
Cramer's V .075 .669 .676 
N of Valid Cases 276   
 
Appendix 25: Correlation Matrix (non-food products study) 
 
 
Hedonic Utilitarian Merchandise Selection 
Shopping 
Environment 
Store 
Facilities 
Location and 
Time 
Convenience 
Age Income 
 Hedonic 1.000        
Utilitarian -.261 1.000       
Merchandise 
Selection .135 -.098 1.000      
Shopping 
Environment -.084 .043 -.488 1.000     
Store Facilities -.195 -.105 -.195 -.078 1.000    
Location and 
Time 
Convenience 
-.040 -.137 .035 -.209 -.201 1.000   
Age -.127 .095 -.056 .001 -.058 .102 1.000  
Income .010 .005 .081 -.143 .094 .074 -.165 1.000 
 
Appendix 26: Independent t-tests of variables (Processed-food product study) 
Group Statistics 
 
Retail format 
choice N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
Merchandise Selection (factor1) Supermarket 176 4.2364 .58752 .04429 
Traditional market 125 3.9600 .64358 .05756 
Shopping Environment (factor2) Supermarket 176 4.0838 .64510 .04863 
Traditional market 125 3.8160 .64691 .05786 
Store Facilities (factor3) Supermarket 176 3.0256 .76255 .05748 
Traditional market 125 2.6900 .81283 .07270 
Location and Time Convenience 
(factor4) 
Supermarket 176 3.4830 .82097 .06188 
Traditional market 125 3.6480 .78294 .07003 
Hedonic Supermarket 176 17.6858 2.45089 .18474 
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Traditional market 125 15.5481 3.28296 .29364 
Utilitarian Supermarket 176 5.0758 1.33972 .10099 
Traditional market 125 5.1787 1.03223 .09233 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
  F Sig. t df Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  Lower Upper 
Merchandise 
Selection 
(factor1) 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
1.655 .199 3.864 299 .000 .27636 .07151 .13563 .41710 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
  
3.805 251.740 .000 .27636 .07263 .13333 .41940 
Shopping 
Environment 
(factor2) 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.065 .798 3.545 299 .000 .26781 .07554 .11914 .41647 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
  
3.543 266.730 .000 .26781 .07558 .11900 .41662 
Store 
Facilities 
(factor3) 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.163 .686 3.660 299 .000 .33557 .09168 .15515 .51599 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
  
3.621 256.467 .000 .33557 .09268 .15306 .51808 
Location 
and Time 
Convenience 
(factor4) 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
.011 .915 -1.752 299 .081 -.16505 .09421 -.35044 .02035 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
  
-1.766 274.618 .078 -.16505 .09345 -.34902 .01893 
Hedonic Equal 
variances 
assumed 
13.423 .000 6.468 299 .000 2.13776 .33054 1.48728 2.78823 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
  
6.162 217.454 .000 2.13776 .34692 1.45400 2.82151 
Utilitarian Equal 
variances 
assumed 
18.179 .000 -.720 299 .472 -.10291 .14289 -.38411 .17829 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 
  
-.752 296.986 .453 -.10291 .13683 -.37219 .16637 
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Appendix 27: Correlation Matrix (processed-food products study) 
  Merchandise Selection 
Shopping 
Environment 
Store 
Facilities 
Location and 
Time 
Convenience 
Hedonic Utilitarian Age Income 
 
Merchandise 
Selection 1.000        
Shopping 
Environment -.463 1.000       
Store Facilities -.183 -.121 1.000      
Location and 
Time 
Convenience 
-.146 -.244 .047 1.000     
Hedonic .043 -.149 -.253 .071 1.000    
Utilitarian -.137 -.020 -.058 -.062 -.260 1.000   
Age -.093 .075 -.078 .100 -.064 .040 1.000  
Income .066 -.033 .041 .010 .026 -.033 -.049 1.000 
 
Appendix 28: Chi-Square Tests – Income and age - Non-food products study 
  Income * Age Crosstabulation 
  Age 
  
20- less than 
30 
30- less than 
40 
40- less than 
50 
50 and more than 
50 Total 
Less than VND 2 mil Count 41 20 0 5 66 
 
% within 
income 62.10% 30.30% 0.00% 7.60% 
100.00
% 
VND 2- less than 6 mil Count 74 47 2 19 142 
 
% within 
income 52.10% 33.10% 1.40% 13.40% 
100.00
% 
VND 6- less than 10 mil Count 22 3 26 1 52 
 
% within 
income 42.30% 5.80% 50.00% 1.90% 
100.00
% 
10 and more than VND 
10 mil Count 10 2 0 4 16 
 
% within 
income 62.50% 12.50% 0.00% 25.00% 
100.00
% 
Total Count 147 72 28 29 276 
 
% within 
income 53.30% 26.10% 10.10% 10.50% 
100.00
% 
 % of Total 53.30% 26.10% 10.10% 10.50% 
100.00
% 
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Chi-Square Tests 
 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 
Monte Carlo Sig. (2-sided) Monte Carlo Sig. (1-sided) 
 
Sig. 
99% Confidence 
Interval 
99% Confidence 
Interval 
Sig. 
 Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.238E2a 9 .000 .000b .000 .000    
Likelihood Ratio 103.333 9 .000 .000b .000 .000    
Fisher's Exact Test 94.663   .000b .000 .000    
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
7.493c 1 .006 .008b .005 .010 .003 .006 .004b 
N of Valid Cases 276         
a. 3 cells (18.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.62. 
b. Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 2000000. 
c. The standardized statistic is 2.737. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
  
Value Approx. Sig. 
Monte Carlo Sig. 
  
Sig. 
99% Confidence Interval 
  Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .670 .000 .000a .000 .000 
Cramer's V .387 .000 .000a .000 .000 
N of Valid Cases 276     
a. Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 2000000.   
Appendix 29: Chi-Square Tests – Income and age - Processed-food products study 
  
Income * Age Crosstabulation 
 
  Age 
  
20- less than 
30 
30- less than 
40 
40- less than 
50 
50 and more than 
50 Total 
Less than VND 2 mil Count 44 19 7 3 73 
 
% within 
income 60.30% 26.00% 9.60% 4.10% 
100.00
% 
VND 2- less than 6 mil Count 68 30 22 26 146 
 
% within 
income 46.60% 20.50% 15.10% 17.80% 
100.00
% 
VND 6- less than 10 mil Count 42 6 15 0 63 
 
% within 
income 66.70% 9.50% 23.80% 0.00% 
100.00
% 
10 and more than VND 
10 mil Count 11 1 6 1 19 
 
% within 
income 57.90% 5.30% 31.60% 5.30% 
100.00
% 
 207 
 
Total Count 165 56 50 30 301 
 
% within 
income 54.80% 18.60% 16.60% 10.00% 
100.00
% 
 % of Total 54.80% 18.60% 16.60% 10.00% 
100.00
% 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 
Monte Carlo Sig. (2-sided) Monte Carlo Sig. (1-sided) 
 
Sig. 
99% Confidence 
Interval 
99% Confidence 
Interval 
Sig. 
 Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Pearson Chi-Square 36.045a 9 .000 .000b .000 .000    
Likelihood Ratio 42.106 9 .000 .000b .000 .000    
Fisher's Exact Test 37.024   .000b .000 .000    
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
.043c 1 .836 .836b .827 .846 .412 .437 .424b 
N of Valid Cases 301         
a. 3 cells (18.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.89. 
b. Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 334431365. 
c. The standardized statistic is .207. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
  
Value Approx. Sig. 
Monte Carlo Sig. 
  
Sig. 
99% Confidence Interval 
  Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .346 .000 .000a .000 .000 
Cramer's V .200 .000 .000a .000 .000 
N of Valid Cases 301     
a. Based on 10000 sampled tables with starting seed 334431365.   
 
Appendix 30: Harman’s single-factor test 
Total Variance Explained 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 13.768 17.651 17.651 13.350 17.116 17.116 
2 6.070 7.781 25.433 5.610 7.192 24.308 
3 4.041 5.181 30.614 3.617 4.637 28.944 
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4 3.780 4.847 35.460 3.371 4.322 33.266 
5 2.897 3.715 39.175 2.480 3.180 36.446 
6 2.316 2.969 42.144 1.908 2.446 38.892 
7 2.193 2.812 44.956 1.820 2.333 41.225 
8 1.925 2.468 47.423 1.458 1.869 43.094 
9 1.735 2.225 49.648 1.276 1.636 44.730 
10 1.516 1.943 51.591 1.101 1.412 46.142 
11 1.338 1.716 53.307 .911 1.167 47.309 
12 1.310 1.680 54.986 .791 1.014 48.323 
13 1.218 1.562 56.549 .749 .961 49.284 
14 1.192 1.529 58.077 .733 .940 50.223 
15 1.152 1.477 59.554 .677 .868 51.092 
16 1.071 1.373 60.927 .607 .778 51.869 
17 1.060 1.359 62.286 .557 .714 52.584 
18 1.034 1.325 63.611 .512 .657 53.240 
19 1.027 1.317 64.928 .458 .588 53.828 
20 .973 1.247 66.176 
   
21 .926 1.188 67.364 
   
22 .883 1.132 68.496 
   
23 .853 1.093 69.589 
   
24 .847 1.086 70.675 
   
25 .831 1.065 71.740 
   
26 .815 1.045 72.785 
   
27 .778 .997 73.782 
   
28 .732 .939 74.721 
   
29 .694 .889 75.610 
   
30 .679 .870 76.480 
   
31 .669 .858 77.338 
   
32 .653 .838 78.176 
   
33 .643 .825 79.000 
   
34 .617 .791 79.791 
   
35 .592 .759 80.551 
   
36 .586 .751 81.302 
   
37 .575 .737 82.039 
   
38 .558 .716 82.755 
   
39 .549 .703 83.458 
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40 .537 .689 84.147 
   
41 .523 .670 84.817 
   
42 .511 .655 85.473 
   
43 .503 .645 86.118 
   
44 .496 .637 86.754 
   
45 .481 .617 87.371 
   
46 .472 .605 87.976 
   
47 .453 .581 88.557 
   
48 .442 .567 89.124 
   
49 .423 .542 89.666 
   
50 .412 .528 90.194 
   
51 .399 .512 90.706 
   
52 .396 .507 91.213 
   
53 .379 .486 91.699 
   
54 .359 .460 92.159 
   
55 .346 .444 92.603 
   
56 .343 .440 93.043 
   
57 .335 .430 93.472 
   
58 .324 .415 93.888 
   
59 .315 .404 94.292 
   
60 .309 .396 94.688 
   
61 .307 .394 95.082 
   
62 .303 .389 95.471 
   
63 .297 .381 95.852 
   
64 .281 .361 96.212 
   
65 .270 .346 96.559 
   
66 .262 .336 96.894 
   
67 .250 .321 97.215 
   
68 .240 .308 97.523 
   
69 .229 .294 97.817 
   
70 .220 .282 98.099 
   
71 .216 .276 98.375 
   
72 .206 .264 98.639 
   
73 .199 .255 98.894 
   
74 .191 .245 99.139 
   
75 .183 .235 99.374 
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76 .177 .227 99.601 
   
77 .162 .208 99.808 
   
78 .150 .192 100.000 
   
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 211 
 
REFERENCES 
 
AMCHAMVIETNAM. 2010. Modern retail set to continue big growth in Vietnam [Online]. 
AmchamVienam. Available: http://amchamvietnam.com/index.php?id=3503 
[Accessed 28 Feb 2009]. 
ARNOLD, M. J. & REYNOLDS, K. E. 2003. Hedonic shopping motivations. Journal of Retailing, 
79, 77-95. 
BABIN, B. J., DARDEN, W. R. & GRIFFIN, M. 1994. Work and/or Fun: Measuring Hedonic and 
Utilitarian Shopping Value. Journal of Consumer Research, 20, 644-656. 
BAGOZZI, R. P. & FOXALL, G. R. 1996. Construct validation of a measure of adaptive-
innovative cognitive styles in consumption. International Journal of Research in 
Marketing, 13, 201-213. 
BATRA, R. 1997. Executive Insights: Marketing Issues and Challenges in Transitional 
Economies. Journal of International Marketing, 5, 95-114. 
BATRA, R. & AHTOLA, O. T. 1991. Measuring the Hedonic and Utilitarian Sources of 
Consumer Attitudes. Marketing Letters, 2, 159-170. 
BEAVERS, A. S., LOUNSBURY, J. W., RICHARDS, J. K., HUCK, S. W., SKOLITS, G. J. & ESQUIVEL, 
S. L. 2013. Practical Considerations for Using Exploratory Factor Analysis in 
Educational Research. Practical assessment, Research & Evaluation, 18. 
BELL, D. R., HO, T.-H. & TANG, C. S. 1998. Determining Where to Shop: Fixed and Variable 
Costs of Shopping. Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 35, 352-369. 
BELLENGER, D. N. & KORGAONKAR, P. K. 1980. Profiling the Recreational Shopper. Journal 
of Retailing, 56, 77. 
BELLENGER, D. N., ROBERTSON, D. H. & GREENBERG, B. A. 1977. Shopping Center 
Patronage Motives. Journal of Retailing, 53, 29. 
BEN, S., H, M., M & BANGARU, D. 2009. Windows of Hope for Global Retailers. Available: 
http://www.atkearney.de/content/misc/wrapper.php/id/50707/name/pdf_2009_g
lobal_retail_development_index_1245061438e13a.pdf [Accessed 10 July]. 
CARPENTER, J. M. & BALIJA, V. 2010. Retail format choice in the US consumer electronics 
market. International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 38, 258-274. 
CHILDERS, T. L., CARR, C. L., PECK, J. & CARSON, S. 2001. Hedonic and utilitarian motivations 
for online retail shopping behavior. Journal of Retailing, 77, 511-535. 
CHURCHILL JR, G. A. 1979. A Paradigm for Developing Better Measures of Marketing 
Constructs. Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 16, 64-73. 
CIA WORLD FACTBOOK. 2013. Vietnam [Online]. CIA World Factbook. Available: 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/vm.html 
[Accessed 12 August 2013]. 
CLIFFORD, J., SHULTZ, I. & ANTHONY, P. 1994. VIETNAM: NEW ASSESSMENTS OF 
CONSUMPTION PATTERNS IN A (RE) EMERGENT CAPITALIST SOCIETY. Asia Pacific 
Advances in Consumer Research, 1, 222-227. 
CRESWELL, J. W. 2009. Research design - Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Methods 
Approaches, Sage. 
CUONG, K. 2011. 44% households at Hochiminh have personal computers [Online]. 
Vnexpress. Available: http://sohoa.vnexpress.net/tin-tuc/doi-song-so/44-ho-gia-
dinh-tai-tp-hcm-co-may-tinh-ca-nhan-1514249.html [Accessed]. 
DANTRI. 2010. Supermaket overwhelm traditional market [Online]. Dan Tri. Available: 
http://www.eva.vn/gia-ca-thi-truong/sieu-thi-phan-khoi-de-bep-cho-
c2a27328.html [Accessed 15 November 2010]. 
 212 
 
DAWSON, S., BLOCH, P. H. & RIDGWAY, N. M. 1990. Shopping Motives, Emotional States, 
and Retail Outcomes. Journal of Retailing, 66, 408. 
DEMANGEOT, C. & BRODERICK, A. J. 2007. Conceptualising consumer behaviour in online 
shopping environments. International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 
35, 878 - 894. 
DESAI, P. 1997. Going global : transition from plan to market in the world economy, 
Cambridge, Mass : The MIT Press. 
DHURUP, M. 2008. A generic taxonomy of shopping motives among hypermarkets (hyper-
stores) customers and the relationship with demographic variables. 
DONG, L. 2010. Vietnam grows from low income group to middle income [Online]. 
Available: http://www.intellasia.net/news/articles/economy/111312045.shtml 
[Accessed 5 April 2011]. 
DULICHVIETNAM. 2011. Ba Chieu Market [Online]. Dulichvietnam. Available: 
http://www.dulichvietnam.com.vn/PortletBlank.aspx/6DA01F2CE29B40EC991FE12
EDBB70353/View/Cho-dia-
phuong/6DAE83319175404D83235F132F908CEE/3697.viePortal?print=Cho_Ba_Chi
eu$83963 [Accessed 7 April 2011]. 
FABRIGAR, L. R., WEGENER, D. T., MACCALLUM, R. C. & STRAHAN, E. J. 1999. Evaluating the 
Use of Exploratory Factor Analysis in Psychological Research. Psychological 
Methods, 4. 
FORNELL, C. & LARCKER, D. F. 1981. Evaluating Structural Equation Models with 
Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error. Journal of Marketing Research 
(JMR), 18, 39-50. 
FOTHERINGHAM, A. S. 1988. CONSUMER STORE CHOICE AND CHOICE SET DEFINITION. 
Marketing Science, 7, 299. 
GERBING, D. W. & ANDERSON, J. C. 1988. An Updated Paradigm for Scale Development 
Incorporating Unidimensionality and Its Assessment. Journal of Marketing Research 
(JMR), 25, 186-192. 
GOLDMAN, A. & HINO, H. 2005. Supermarkets vs. traditional retail stores: diagnosing the 
barriers to supermarkets' market share growth in an ethnic minority community. 
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 12, 273-284. 
GOLDMAN, A., KRIDER, R. & RAMASWAMI, S. 1999. The Persistent Competitive Advantage 
of Traditional Food Retailers in Asia: Wet Markets’ Continued Dominance in Hong 
Kong. Journal of Macromarketing, 19, 126-139. 
GOLDMAN, A., RAMASWAMI, S. & KRIDER, R. E. 2002. Barriers to the advancement of 
modern food retail formats: theory and measurement. Journal of Retailing, 78, 281-
295. 
GOSWAMI, P. & MISHRA, M. S. 2009. Would Indian consumers move from kirana stores to 
organized retailers when shopping for groceries? Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing 
and Logistics, 21, 127 - 143. 
GROEPPEL-KLEIN, A., THELEN, E. & ANTRETTER, C. 1999. The impact of shopping motives on 
store-assessment. European Advances in Consumer Research, 4, 63-72. 
GROPPEL, A. 1995. Evolution of retail categories - an explaination from consumers' point of 
view. European Advances in Consumer Research, 2, 237-245. 
HAI, T. 2010. Purchasing power in tradtional market is reducing [Online]. SGGP Online. 
Available: http://www.sggp.org.vn/thitruongkt/2010/6/228208/ [Accessed 3 April 
2011]. 
HAI, T. 2012. Hochiminh city: Supermarkets compete Traditional markets [Online]. 
Available: http://www.sggp.org.vn/thitruongkt/2012/2/281439/ [Accessed 10 
September 2015]. 
 213 
 
HAI, T. 2013. Distribution channels in Hochiminh city: developing as planned [Online]. 
Saigon Online. Available: http://www.sggp.org.vn/kinhte/2013/7/322857/ 
[Accessed 1 August 2013]. 
HAIR, J. F. 2006. Multivariate data analysis, Upper Saddle River, N.J., Pearson Prentice Hall. 
HAIR, J. F., BLACK, W. C., BABIN, B. J. & ANDERSON, R. E. 2009. Multivariate data analysis, 
Pearson Prentice Hall. 
HANNA, N., WOZNIAK, R. & HANNA, M. 2006. Consumer Behavior: An applied approach, 
Prentice-Hall, Inc. 
HANSEN, F. & CHRISTENSEN, S. R. 2007. Emotions, advertising and consumer choice, 
[Denmark], Copenhagen Business School Press. 
HAO, M. 2012. Shopping in near supermarkets, not far traditional markets [Online]. Doanh 
Nhan Sai Gon. Available: http://www.doanhnhansaigon.vn/online/kinh-
doanh/chuyen-lam-an/2012/07/1066102/ban-cho-xa-mua-sieu-thi-gan/ [Accessed 
13 August 2013]. 
HIEN, D. 2011. Retail Market in 2011: Optimistics [Online]. DDDN. Available: 
http://dddn.com.vn/20110116075719196cat163/thi-truong-ban-le-viet-nam-2011-
lac-quan-.htm [Accessed 7 April 2011]. 
HIRSCHMAN, E. C. & HOLBROOK, M. B. 1982. Hedonic Consumption: Emerging Concepts, 
Methods and Propositions. Journal of Marketing, 46, 92-101. 
HOA, N. 2013. Consumers are afraid of traditional markets. [Online]. Ministry of Industry 
and Trade. Available: http://baocongthuong.com.vn/thi-truong-trong-
nuoc/42578/nguoi-tieu-dung-so-cho-truyen-thong.htm#.U1TJ-FKmBpg [Accessed 
Oct 2013]. 
HOAI, D. 2008. Local retailer will succeed if they cooperate [Online]. Ha Noi Moi. Available: 
http://www.trungnguyen.com.vn/vn/default.aspx?n=960 [Accessed]. 
HOAI, N. 2010. Supermarket increases competition with traditional market [Online]. 
Available: http://dantri.com.vn/xa-hoi/sieu-thi-dan-danh-bat-cho-truyen-thong-
1270257075.htm [Accessed]. 
HOFSTEDE, G. H. & HOFSTEDE, G. J. 2005. Cultures and organizations : software of the mind, 
New York, McGraw-Hill. 
HOSMER, D. W. & LEMESHOW, S. 2013. Applied Logistic Regression, New York, Wiley. 
HQ ONLINE. 2014. Traditional markets will exist [Online]. Available: 
http://www.baomoi.com/Cho-truyen-thong-van-muon-doi-song/c/15501153.epi 
[Accessed 8 September 2015]. 
HTH. 2014. Retail sales increases 10,6% in 2014 [Online]. Available: 
http://www.taichinhdientu.vn/Home/Tong-muc-ban-le-hang-hoa-va-doanh-thu-
dich-vu-tieu-dung-tang-106/201412/140300.dfis [Accessed]. 
HYE-SHIN, K. 2006. Using Hedonic and Utilitarian Shopping Motivations to Profile Inner City 
Consumers. Journal of Shopping Center Research, 13, 57-79. 
JASON, M. C. & MARGUERITE, M. 2006. Consumer demographics, store attributes, and 
retail format choice in the US grocery market. International Journal of Retail & 
Distribution Management, 34, 434. 
JAYASANKARAPRASAD & CHERUKURI 2010. Effect of situational factors on store format 
choice behaviour in food and grocery retailing in India: Multiple discriminant 
analysis. IBSU Scientific Journal, 4, 5-33. 
JIN, B. & KIM, J. O. 2003. A typology of Korean discount shoppers: Shopping motives, store 
attributes, and outcomes. International Journal of Service Industry Management, 
14, 396. 
JONES, M. A., REYNOLDS, K. E. & ARNOLD, M. J. 2006. Hedonic and utilitarian shopping 
value: Investigating differential effects on retail outcomes. Journal of Business 
Research, 59, 974-981. 
 214 
 
JORESKOG, G. K. 1971. Statistic Analysis of sets of Congeneric tests. Psychometrica, 36, 109-
33. 
K.D. 2015. Compete market share between supermarkets and tradtional markets [Online]. 
Available: http://baodongthap.com.vn/newspreview.aspx?newsid=46560 
[Accessed 10 September 2015]. 
KIM, Y.-K. & KANG, J. 1995. Consumer perception of shopping costs and its relationship with 
retail trends. Journal of Shopping Center Research, 2. 
KLINE, R. B. 2011. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, New York, 
Guiford press. 
KOO, D.-M. 2003. Inter-relationships among store images, store satisfaction, and store 
loyalty among Korea discount retail patrons. Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and 
Logistics, 15, 42 - 71. 
KOTLER, P. 2009. Marketing management : an Asian perspective, Singapore ; London, 
Prentice Hall. 
KUMAR, A. & DILLON, W. R. 1987. The Interaction of Measurement and Structure in 
Simultaneous Equation Models with Unobservable Variables. Journal of Marketing 
Research (JMR), 24, 98-105. 
LAM, V. 2010. RE: Supermarket or Traditional market: Fierce competition. 
LAM, Y. & LINH, D. 2012. To create marke demand: Supermarket's products are cheaper 
than...tradional markets [Online]. Saigon Finance Investment. Available: 
http://hcm.24h.com.vn/thi-truong-tieu-dung/cuoc-dua-kich-cau-sieu-thi-re-hon-
cho-c52a452292.html [Accessed 20 Feb 2013]. 
LI-WEI, M. & ZHAO, H. 2004. The characteristics of supermarket shoppers in Beijing. 
International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 32, 56-62. 
LINDQUIST, J. D. 1974. Meaning of Image. Journal of Retailing, 50, 29. 
LOAN, P. 2004. Ben Thanh Market: trading places [Online]. Available: 
http://vietbao.vn/Kinh-te/Cho-Ben-Thanh-Nhon-nhip-thi-truong-sang-nhuong-
sap/45117418/87/ [Accessed 7 April 2011]. 
LOTZ, S. L., EASTLICK, M. A., & SHIM, S 1999. Modeling participation in entertainment and 
shopping activities in malls utilizing the flow paragdigm. Tonsei University, Seoul. 
LUMPKIN, J. R., GREENBERG, B. A. & GOLDSTUCKER, J. L. 1985. Marketplace Needs of the 
Elderly: Determinant Attributes and Store Choice. Journal of Retailing, 61, 75. 
M.T. 2010. Vietnam has 445 supermarkets and more than 8.500 markets [Online]. SGTT. 
Available: http://www.sgtt.com.vn/Kinh-te/133515/Ca-nuoc-co-445-sieu-thi-tren-
8500-cho.html [Accessed 6 April 2011]. 
MALHOTRA, N. K., KIM, S. S. & PATIL, A. 2006. Common Method Variance in IS Research: A 
Comparison of Alternative Approaches and a Reanalysis of Past Research. 
Management Science, 52, 1865-1883. 
MARTINEAU, P. 1958. The Personality of the Retail Store. Harvard Business Review, 36, 47-
55. 
MARUYAMA, M. & TRUNG, L. V. 2007a. Supermarkets in Vietnam: Opportunities and 
Obstacles. Asian Economic Journal, 21, 19-46. 
MARUYAMA, M. & TRUNG, L. V. 2007b. Traditional bazaar or supermarkets: A probit 
analysis of affluent consumer perceptions in Hanoi. International Review of Retail, 
Distribution & Consumer Research, 17, 233-252. 
MAZURSKY, D. & JACOBY, J. 1986. Exploring the Development of Store Images. Journal of 
Retailing, 62, 145-165. 
MCDONALD, G. M. 1991. The influence of supermarket attributes on perceived customer 
satisfaction: an East Asian study. International Review of Retail, Distribution & 
Consumer Research, 1, 315. 
 215 
 
MINH, A. 2011. Reasons why Vietnam lose its rank in attractive retail markets [Online]. 
Available: http://vneconomy.vn/20110120034718631p0c10/phia-sau-chuyen-tut-
hang-cua-thi-truong-ban-le.htm [Accessed 4 April 2011]. 
MINISTRY, T. 2004. Regulations for Supermarket and Trade Center in Vietnam. In: 
MINISTRY, V. T. (ed.). 
NEUMAN, W. L. 2006. Social research methods : qualitative and quantitative approaches, 
Boston ; New York; San Fancisco, Person Education, Inc. 
NGHIA, T. 2015. Vietnam GDP per capital in 2014 was higher than USD 2000 [Online]. 
Available: http://ndh.vn/gdp-binh-quan-dau-nguoi-nam-2014-cua-viet-nam-vuot-2-
000-usd-20150102104924226p145c152.news [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 
NGOC, M. 2013. GPD per capital will be approximately USD 1900 in 2013 [Online]. 
Available: http://baodientu.chinhphu.vn/Gop-y-Hien-ke/GDP-binh-quan-dau-nguoi-
dang-tien-toi-moc-1900-USD/178582.vgp [Accessed 11 August 2013]. 
NGUYEN, H. & THANH, T. L. 2013. Vietnamese average income will be USD 2.300 in 2015 
[Online]. Available: http://kinhdoanh.vnexpress.net/tin-tuc/vi-mo/thu-nhap-binh-
quan-nguoi-viet-dat-2-300-usd-nam-2015-2872328.html [Accessed 8 September 
2015]. 
NGUYEN THI TUYET, M., KWON, J., LANTS, G. & LOEB, S. G. 2003. An Exploratory 
Investigation into Impulse Buying Behavior in a Transitional Economy: A Study of 
Urban Consumers in Vietnam. Journal of International Marketing, 11, 13-35. 
NGUYEN, T. T. M., KWON, J., LANTS, G. & LOEB, S. G. 2003. An Exploratory Investigation into 
Impulse Buying Behavior in a Transitional Economy: A Study of Urban Consumers in 
Vietnam. Journal of International Marketing, 11, 13-35. 
NHU, B. 2013. Compete for customers [Online]. Available: http://tuoitre.vn/tin/kinh-te/thi-
truong/20131103/chay-dua-cheo-keo-ba-noi-tro/577995.html [Accessed 7 
September 2015]. 
NUNNALLY, J. & BERNSTEIN, I. H. 1994. Pschychometric  Theory, New York, McGraw -Hill. 
PODSAKOFF, P. M., MACKENZIE, S. B., LEE, J.-Y. & PODSAKOFF, N. P. 2003. Common method 
biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended 
remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879-903. 
PODSAKOFF, P. M. & ORGAN, D. W. 1986. Self-Reports in Organizational Research: 
Problems and Prospects. Journal of Management, 12, 531. 
QUESTER, P., NEAL, C., PETTIGREW, S., GRIMMER, M., DAVIS, T. & HAWKINS, D. 2007. 
Consumer Behavior: Impication For Marketing Strategy, Sydney, McGraw-Hill. 
SEOCK, Y.-K. 2009. Influence of retail store environmental cues on consumer patronage 
behavior across different retail store formats: An empirical analysis of US Hispanic 
consumers. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 16, 329-339. 
SHERRY L. LOTZ, M. A. E., ANUBHA MISHRA, SOYEON SHIM 2010. "Understanding patrons' 
participation in activities at entertainment malls: A study in “flow”". International 
Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 38. 
SINGH, S. & POWELL, J. 2002. Shopping from dusk 'til dawn. Marketing Week (01419285), 
25, 32. 
SINHA, P. K. & BANERJEE, A. 2004. Store choice behaviour in an evolving market. 
International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 32, 482 - 494. 
SOLGAARD, H. S. & HANSEN, T. 2003. A hierarchical Bayes model of choice between 
supermarket formats. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 10, 169-180. 
SQHKT. 2012. Approved plan for developing supermarkets and trade centers in Vietnam 
[Online]. Architecture Planning Department. Available: 
http://www.qhkt.hochiminhcity.gov.vn/quyhoach/lists/posts/post.aspx?Source=/q
uyhoach&Category=Quy+ho%E1%BA%A1ch+ng%C3%A0nh%2C+m%E1%BA%A1ng+l
%C6%B0%E1%BB%9Bi&ItemID=419&Mode=1# [Accessed 7 September 2015]. 
 216 
 
STATISTICAL OFFICE IN HOCHIMINH CITY. 2011. Population and population density in 2010 
by district [Online]. Hochiminh. Available: 
http://www.pso.hochiminhcity.gov.vn/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=5fdc62bc
-0523-453a-b596-57ad36af9831&groupId=18 [Accessed 2012]. 
STEENKAMP, J.-B. E. M. & VAN TRIJP, H. C. M. 1991. The use of lisrel in validating marketing 
constructs. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 8, 283-299. 
STOEL, L., WICKLIFFE, V. & LEE, K. H. 2004. Attribute beliefs and spending as antecedents to 
shopping value. Journal of Business Research, 57, 1067-1073. 
STONE, G. P. 1954. City Shoppers and Urban Identification: Observations on the Social 
Psychology of City Life. The American Journal of Sociology, 60, 36-45. 
SVEIN OTTAR, O. & SKALLERUD, K. 2011. Retail attributes' differential effects on utilitarian 
versus hedonic shopping value. The Journal of Consumer Marketing, 28, 532-539. 
T.THUY. 2010. Marketshare of supermarket will be 15% of Traditional maket's market share 
in 2014 [Online]. SGGP Online. Available: 
http://www.sggp.org.vn/kinhte/2010/5/225271/ [Accessed 11 November 2010]. 
TAUBER, E. M. 1972. Why Do People Shop? Journal of Marketing, 36, 46-49. 
TBKTSG ONLINE. 2009. Young consumers with deep pockets to drive retail growth:experts 
[Online]. TBKTSG Online. Available: 
http://www.thanhniennews.com/business/?catid=2&newsid=46651 [Accessed 18 
July 2009]. 
THE MINISTRY OF INDUSTRY AND TRADE. 2014. Domestic retailers: Prepare to take 
opportunities [Online]. Available: http://www.moit.gov.vn/vn/tin-tuc/3984/ban-le-
noi-dia--chuan-bi-don-thoi-co.aspx [Accessed 8 September 2015]. 
THOMAS, R. & CHRISTOPH, T. 2009. Store format choice and shopping trip types. 
International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 37, 695. 
THUY, T. 2010. Marketshare of supermarket will be 15% of Traditional maket's market share 
in 2014 [Online]. SGGP Online. Available: 
http://www.sggp.org.vn/kinhte/2010/5/225271/ [Accessed 11 November 2010]. 
TO, P.-L., LIAO, C. & LIN, T.-H. 2007. Shopping motivations on Internet: A study based on 
utilitarian and hedonic value. Technovation, 27, 774-787. 
TRA, G. 2014. Vietnamese consumers: choose supermarkets or traditional markets [Online]. 
Available: http://baotayninh.vn/kinh-te/nguoi-tieu-dung-nen-chon-sieu-thi-hay-
cho-truyen-thong--64639.html [Accessed]. 
TRANG, T. M. N., NIGEL, J. B. & THO, D. N. 2007. Hedonic shopping motivations, 
supermarket attributes, and shopper loyalty in transitional markets. Asia Pacific 
Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 19, 227. 
TRUNG, N. 2013. Year 2013, Retail sales increases lowest in 4 years [Online]. Available: 
http://ndh.vn/nam-2013-tong-muc-ban-le-tang-truong-cham-nhat-trong-4-nam-
20131223031229763p145c152.news [Accessed]. 
UCLA. n.d. Annotated SPSS Output Logistic Regression [Online]. UCLA: Statistical Consulting 
Group. Available: http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/spss/output/logistic.htm [Accessed 
June 14 2014]. 
VAN KENHOVE, P., DE WULF, K. & VAN WATERSCHOOT, W. 1999. The Impact of Task 
Definition on Store-Attribute Saliences and Store Choice. Journal of Retailing, 75, 8-
10. 
VAN, L. 2011. Real estate for retail business has very high demand [Online]. Available: 
http://dddn.com.vn/20110119095748966cat172/nam-2011-mat-bang-ban-le-se-
soi-dong.htm [Accessed 6 April 2011]. 
VNA. 2011. VN’s retail sales hit US $78 billion in 2010 [Online]. VNA. Available: 
http://news.gov.vn/Home/VNs-retail-sales-hit-US-78-billion-in-
2010/20111/9774.vgp [Accessed 8 April 2011]. 
 217 
 
VNS. 2013. Retail sales, services up 10.9% [Online]. Vietnam News. Available: 
http://vietnamnews.vn/economy/236384/retail-sales-services-up-109.html 
[Accessed 20 July 2013]. 
VOER. 2011. Supermarket [Online]. Vietnam Open Educational Resources. Available: 
http://voer.edu.vn/m/sieu-thi/991e9352 [Accessed 6 April 2011]. 
WESTBROOK, R. A. & BLACK, W. C. 1985. A Motivation-Based Shopper Typology. Journal of 
Retailing, 61, 78. 
ZIELKE, S. 2010. How price image dimensions influence shopping intentions for different 
store formats. European Journal of Marketing, 44, 748-770. 
 
 
